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“Humor . . . is inherently neither friendly[,] nor aggressive: it is a means of deriving emotional 
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ABSTRACT 
Irony, and Sarcasm in the British Humorous Series My Family: Causing Offence, or 
Affording Amusement? 
This thesis deals with the definitions of irony, and sarcasm, as well as with their influence on 
the interpersonal interaction, focusing on whether they offend, or amuse the addressee. Such 
influence on the interpersonal communication, and, consequently, their relationships, results 
especially from the double nature of humour, particularly in instances of more aggressive kinds 
of it, as irony, and sarcasm, since such types of humour have a greater potential for provoking 
conflicts. The analysis in the empirical part focuses on interaction amongst characters in the 
British humorous series My Family. As a result, the thesis exposes irony, and sarcasm as typical 
components of British humour, and, hence, British humorous series. Concerning the treatment 
of irony, and sarcasm in the thesis, it needs to be emphasised that, in lines with the theory 
adopted, the border line between these two very similar kinds of humour is solely based on the 
nature of the target of criticism, or mockery. It exposes that sarcasm is always directed at a 
person; whereas, irony never targets a human being. It is precisely the personal target of sarcasm 
that typically affords it a greater potential to offend the addressee, which is also supported by 
the results of the analysis of the eighth season of the series, used in the empirical part of the 
thesis.   




Ironija in sarkazem v britanski humoristični seriji Moja družina: Užalita ali zabavata? 
Magistrska naloga se ukvarja z definicijama ironije in sarkazma in njunim vplivom na 
medosebno interakcijo, in sicer se osredotoča na to, ali sogovorca užalita ali zabavata. Tovrsten 
vpliv na medosebno komunikacijo in posledično odnos rezultira predvsem iz posebne dvojnosti 
humorja, še posebej v primeru agresivnejših tipov le-tega, ki imajo večji potencial za 
povzročitev sporov, kot sta ironija in sarkazem. Analiza v empiričnem delu se osredotoča na 
komunikacijo med liki znotraj osme sezone britanske humoristične serije Moja družina, zato 
naloga izpostavlja ironijo in sarkazem kot značilni komponenti britanskega humorja in 
posledično britanskih humorističnih serij. Glede razlikovanja med ironijo in sarkazmom je treba 
poudariti, da je glede na teorijo, ki je uporabljena v nalogi, mejnik med tema dvema zelo 
podobnima vrstama humorja postavljen izključno na podlagi vrste tarče kritiziranja ali 
posmehovanja. V skladu s to teorijo je sarkazem vedno uperjen v osebo, ironija pa nikoli. Ravno 
osebna tarča sarkazma pa je načeloma tisto, kar mu daje večji potencial, da sogovorca užali, kar 
potrjuje tudi analiza primerov iz osme sezone serije, ki je uporabljena v empiričnemu delu 
naloge. 
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1.1. GENERAL LAYOUT OF THE THESIS 
The following thesis consists of two main parts. The first one comprises the theoretical 
discussion of irony, and sarcasm. It, then, focuses on their potential to either generate harmony 
and solidarity, by amusing the addressee, or causing them offence. The second part 
encompasses the analysis of examples of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour in the analysed series. 
These two large segments of the thesis are further subdivided into smaller parts. Therefore, the 
thesis focuses on wholesome, and complete definitions of irony, and sarcasm, on the one hand. 
On the other hand, it concentrates on addressee’s perception of them in terms of amusement–
offence.  
In addition, it needs to be clarified that the thesis disregards what, or who the target of 
criticism, or ridicule is. Hence, it merely centres on the examination of collocutor’s perception 
of irony, and sarcasm. Furthermore, the nature of speaker’s negative assessment of the target 
(serious, or jocular) is irrelevant to the analysis as well. Any necessary appropriations (or 
exceptions) of these two points are explained in the methodology of the thesis. The latter also 
explains that the thesis does not investigate any potential reasons why the addressee reacts in a 
particular way. Hence, the question of whether collocutors recognise, or correctly interpret 
speaker’s irony, or sarcasm, is completely immaterial as to the analysis of the thesis.    
The first part of the thesis deal with irony, and sarcasm. Thus, it first needs to be 
established that these are types of humour (Lockyer 2001, 22; Nieto Álvaro 2011, 25–26). Since 
the thesis focuses on examples in the British socio-cultural context, it is necessary to position 
irony, and sarcasm within it. The latter two are relatively frequently employed in 
communication (Alexander 1997, 10), especially in a British socio-cultural context (Alexander 
1997, 10; Anolli, Infantino and Ciceri 2001, 148). The reason for this is that the latter is greatly 
inclined toward self-discipline (Anolli, Infantino and Ciceri 2001, 148). Consequently, 
disengaging oneself from the utterance is appreciated by the interlocutors, as they can conceal 
serious attitudes towards the issues addressed (ibid.). Ergo, irony, and sarcasm are notably 
characteristic of British humour (Alexander 1997, 10), and are highly distinguished within it 
(Crystal and Russ 2010, 77; Friedman 2011, 347; Jarski 2005, XIII). Additionally, Jarski (2005, 
XV) classifies irony as its trademark. As a result, it is believed that irony, and sarcasm would 
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be typical of British humorous series as well. This is why instances of ironic, and sarcastic 
conduct in the British sitcom My Family (2008) are analysed.  
As the analysis centres on the use of irony, and sarcasm in the interpersonal 
communication amongst characters in a sitcom, it is significant to establish two key features of 
a movie discourse relevant to the thesis. First, such discourse runs in two distinct spheres (Dynel 
2013, 23). The author (ibid.) points out that these are the “inter-character” (ibid.), and the 
“viewer’s” (ibid.) one. It is precisely the former, that represents the interaction amongst on-
screen characters (ibid.). The same idea is highlighted by Brock (2016, 59) as well. Needless to 
say, this is the only level of interaction the present thesis is interested in, and focuses on. It 
further needs to be specified that such discourse is prepared in advance (Dynel 2016, 119). 
Hence, it is constructed in a way that the audience (including the analyst) are able to construe 
it correctly (ibid., 123). Therefore, the analyst may profit from the use of this type of discourse 
(ibid., 119). Brock (2016, 59) exposes the idea of “scripted dialogue” (ibid.) in sitcoms as well.  
 To provide a more systematic treatment of irony, and sarcasm, various theories, and 
definitions by distinct authors are provided in the theoretical discussion. They are consolidated 
to present the fundamental traits of the two types of humour more effectively. This is why, it 
needs to be emphasised that Dynel (2014, 623) proposes two crucial characteristics that define 
irony. These are: “untruthfulness” (ibid.), and “implied negative evaluation” (ibid.). The same 
traits equally apply to both irony, and sarcasm. This is because the distinction between these 
two types of humour adopted in this thesis is based exclusively on the nature of the target of 
criticism, or mockery (cf. Glenwright and Pexman 2010 below). In other words, both irony, and 
sarcasm involve a certain reversal of meaning, and imply speaker’s negative disposition 
towards the target. The former consists of the speaker suggesting the opposite of what they 
explicitly propose. Therefore, the detailed definitions of irony, and sarcasm provided in the 
present thesis are organised around these two crucial elements that characterise them. They are 
discussed in detail in chapter 3. The paramount reason for this is that other authors discussing 
irony, and sarcasm (cf. e.g. Camp 2012, and Utsumi 2000) organise their conceptualisations of 
these types of humour around the same two fundamental features as well. This is evident from 
their theories. The precise connection between the latter, and the two components exposed by 
Dynel (2014) is revealed, and explained in chapter 3.1.1.  
Furthermore, Utsumi (2000, 1777) defines irony as “an intelligent, witty figure of 
speech”. To complement this, it is noteworthy to consider Gibbs and Izett’s (2005, 132) claim 
that such behaviour can function as a very helpful convincing device to alter addressee’s 
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disposition towards a particular subject matter. This can be achieved precisely by directing 
interlocutors’ attention to the clash between the anticipated, and the actual situation (ibid.). Note 
that this clash illustrates the meaning inversion exposed by other authors (cf. e.g. Utsumi 2000, 
Camp 2012). Additionally, it needs to be pointed out that Kiss (2015, 325) distinguishes 
between “verbal” (ibid.), and “situational” (ibid.) irony. As this thesis deals only with verbal 
irony, and sarcasm, all the theory discussed in it refers to this type of irony, and sarcasm. Hence, 
it is significant to explain what is meant by verbal irony. It is the type of irony that is expressed 
through language, and is always deliberately intended by the speaker (Gibbs 1994, 363). In line 
with Glenwright and Pexman’s (2010) distinction between irony, and sarcasm (non-personal–
personal target of criticism, respectively) the same applies to the latter as well. Bear in mind 
that also Kiss (2015, 328) concludes that speakers always employ ironic, and sarcastic 
behaviour intentionally. This means that these two types of humour are necessarily 
premeditated. Furthermore, they constitute part of humour that appears casually during regular 
interaction (Martin 2007, 114).  
Lockyer (2001, 22) further defines irony, and sarcasm as (typical) examples of “conflict 
humour” (ibid.). Namely, the two are aggressive in nature (ibid.). This is particularly relevant 
to the following conclusions. Humour is a pervasive phenomenon that appears at the core of 
human interaction (Lockyer 2001, 1; Martin 2007, XV). Thus, it is highly characteristic of the 
latter (ibid.). In accordance with this, humour can be used practically in any type of social 
encounter, either in more intimate, or more distant interpersonal relationships (Martin 2007, 5). 
In agreement with Lockyer’s (2001), and Martin’s (2007) conclusions are also Nieto Álvaro’s 
(2011, 19) findings. The author (ibid.) claims that humour is a greatly socially acceptable mode 
of communication. 
Since irony, and sarcasm are indirect means of communication (cf. Camp 2012), the 
first chapter of the thesis provides the concept of Grice’s (1975) implicatures. Furthermore, 
because irony, and sarcasm are defined as humorous conduct (cf. Lockyer 2001), the basic 
conceptualisation of the latter needs to be provided at the beginning of the theoretical discussion 
as well. Hence, the first chapter also exposes Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s (2006) definition of 
humour as the so-called “imaginary relevance” (ibid., 53–54). As the authors (ibid.) develop 
their theory on the basis of Wilson and Sperber’s (1990) Relevance Theory, the chapter 
provides the basic definition of the latter as well.   
 For the purpose of the present thesis, the precise nature of irony, and sarcasm needs to 
be explained. Therefore, the theoretical discussion proceeds with delineating these two kinds 
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of humour in greater detail. The thesis first exposes their common features. Resultantly, it 
focuses, especially, on their key characteristics. Oraby et al. (2016) find that sarcasm, and irony 
can also be performed through some rhetorical questions (RQs). Consequently, a part of the 
chapter focuses on distinguishing between sarcastic/ironic RQs from their non-sarcastic/non-
ironic counterparts.  
 Later on, the theory also discusses potential instances of addressee’s failing to recognise 
irony, and sarcasm. The analysis disregards any possible reasons why a particular ironic, or 
sarcastic behaviour generates a specific reaction on the part of the addressee. This is explained 
in detail in the methodology of the thesis. Thus, the potential misinterpretation of irony, and 
sarcasm is included in the thesis only to better explain the nature of the two in relation to their 
double nature as such. This is especially necessary to understand the various possible outcomes 
the two types of humour can trigger in communication. A special attention is paid to the 
treatment of non-verbal behaviour in irony, and sarcasm production. Namely, a part of the 
theory explains how distinct components of such conduct (i.e. prosody, mimicry, and gestures) 
can generate ironic, or sarcastic meaning. This part of the theory is included because non-verbal 
conduct can signal irony, and sarcasm as well (Jacob et al. 2016). Note that these non-verbal 
indicators do not constitute the crucial components of irony, and sarcasm in general. Instead, 
they constitute an important supplementary part of the treatment of these two types of humour. 
Hence, they are not incorporated in the general definitions of irony, and sarcasm, but contained 
in the part of the theory dealing with the recognition of the latter. As the thesis deals with 
addressees’ reactions to irony, and sarcasm, non-verbal communication is also very important 
to interpret former’s responses to such behaviour.   
The theoretical discussion encompasses some potential addressee’s responses to irony, 
and sarcasm as well. In relation to this, Eisterhold, Attardo, and Boxer (2006, 1240) expose 
Attardo’s (2001) findings that irony, and sarcasm can be reacted to with the same type of 
behaviour. Furthermore, the theory provides a special type of sarcasm: self-sarcasm (cf. Kiss 
2015, and Gibbs 2000). 
  The second part of the theory deals with the addressee’s perception of ironic, and 
sarcastic behaviour. This is why this part of the discussion focuses on the double nature of 
humour, particularly of irony, and sarcasm. Bear in mind that the exact functioning of the 
double nature is discussed in detail in the theory below. The basic idea of it could be 
summarised in the following manner. The special, camouflaging function of humour, together 
with its ambiguity, is closely related to its double nature. It is precisely the latter that gives 
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humour its potential to cause offence, or affording amusement (cf. Martin 2007). The latter 
generates harmony, and brings interactants closer to one another. Conversely, the former results 
in “social divergence” (Kotthoff 1996, 301), and emphasises the distance in the interpersonal 
relationship. As found by several other authors in the discussion below, the same functions 
apply to irony, and sarcasm as well. It is precisely because of such nature that humour is 
typically conceived as a very slippery slope in human communication (Palmer 1994).  
To sum up, the remaining first part of the theoretical treatment, thus, explains the double 
nature humour acquires in interaction. It relates its character to distinct perceptions of humour 
people have, with a special attention paid to irony, and sarcasm. Their aggressiveness is what 
can prove to be particularly dangerous in human interaction. This is because it carries a greater 
risk at hurting the addressee.  
 
1.2. DIFFERENCE BETWEEN IRONY AND SARCASM 
To adequately account for all instances of irony, and sarcasm occurring in the analysed series, 
a clear difference between the two needs to be made, and explained. This thesis adopts 
Glenwright and Pexman’s (2010) distinction between irony, and sarcasm. The latter is made on 
the basis of the type of target of criticism, or mockery conveyed through the two (ibid., 432). 
The authors (ibid.) clarify that the target of sarcasm “personal” (ibid.). This suggests that 
sarcastic behaviour victimises a human being (ibid.). By contrast, the target of irony is non-
personal (ibid.). In agreement with this, Averbeck (2013, 54) as well argues that sarcasm targets 
people, whereas irony does not. The following two examples (134, and 35), taken from the 
analysis, exhibit this distinction between irony, and sarcasm.   
 Bear in mind that example (134) illustrates the use of irony. On the contrary, example 
(35) depicts sarcasm. Susan’s irony in example (134) is her response to Zelda’s prediction. 
Namely, that someone close to Susan would gain a lot of money, and someone would have a 
travel opportunity. Zelda is a fortune-teller. 
(134) SUSAN: (annoyed face) So, loads of money, and trips abroad for my friends, but 
none for me. Lovely.  
Irony. There is a mismatch between the first, and the second sentence, generating irony. 
Therefore, Susan does not genuinely believe that it is lovely that someone she knows 
well will have a lot of money, unlike her. Her irony is further signalled by her mimicry. 
Since irony covers the expression “lovely”, Susan implies that the future predicted to 
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her, and, hence, her destiny, is terrible. Thus, she conveys criticism towards her own 
destiny. She does not hold anyone accountable for her misfortune. She does not suggest 
that Zelda, or anyone else could be responsible for her not having such a lavish future. 
This is additionally cued by the fact that Zelda has merely made such a prediction, as 
she is a medium. She is not someone that wishes Susan to have such future. Susan is 
financially independent, and she does not believe anyone from her household to be 
responsible for her future either. She does not blame her husband, or suggest that he is 
stingy. Susan does not, at any point, suggest that Ben has enough money to afford her a 
financially more endowed future. There are no indicators in a broader context to suggest 
the opposite of that either. Thus, it is clear that the target of Susan’s criticism is not a 
human being. The target is her (unfortunate) destiny, and, consequently, impersonal.   
(35) BEN: (pretendedly apologetic face) Oh, forgive me! I would have prised it from my 
mother’s finger, but, as she was still alive, she might have put up a bit of a struggle.  
Sarcasm. Ben does not genuinely seek Susan’s forgiveness. Instead, he suggests that he 
does not have to ask for her forgiveness, as he could not have given her the ring. This is 
because his mother was still alive, when he, and Susan got engaged. Ben’s sarcasm is 
additionally signalled by his pretendedly apologetic face. This way, he delivers 
criticism. Target is personal. 
Naturally, precisely because sarcasm aims targets that are human beings, the criticism, 
or mockery takes place at a more personal level (Glenwright and Pexman 2010, 432). This 
means that an aspect of target’s personality, or performed action can be excoriated (ibid.). The 
latter results in greater chances of construing speaker’s negative evaluation as harsher, and thus 
more offensive (ibid.). In consistency with this, Nieto Álvaro (2011, 22–23) claims that sarcasm 
is more frequently directed at mocking the target to produce discomfort. Note that Kreuz et al. 









2. IMPLICATURES, RELEVANCE THEORY, AND IMAGINARY RELEVANCE 
Since one of important traits of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour is their indirectness (cf. e.g. 
Utsumi 2000), it is highly pertinent to define the concept of implicatures. Especially, as 
different authors (cf. e.g. Camp 2012) highlight the importance of these in relation to irony, and 
sarcasm. Grice (1975, 43) finds that human interaction can consist of two main parts. These 
comprise the content that speakers explicitly say, and information they additionally convey 
(ibid.). The author (ibid., 44) explains that the former entails standard, or “conventional” (ibid.) 
meanings of the expressions stated by the speaker. Conversely, the latter, as further clarified by 
the author (ibid., 45), refers to the concept of “conversational implicatures” (ibid.). Grice (1975, 
50) clarifies that these do not depend on the literal sense of the expressions employed. Instead, 
they hinge on their context, and certain background knowledge the interlocutors share. In other 
words, implicatures encompass meanings that are implied through an utterance, rather than 
explicitly stated by the speaker.  
Grice’s (1975, 45) theory is based on the idea of human communication being (at least 
partially) collaborative. To explain how such character of communication can be ensured, the 
author (ibid.) conceptualises the Cooperative Principle. The latter consists of four main maxims: 
Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner (ibid.). Wilson and Sperber (1990, 41) agree with 
Grice’s (1975) fundamental conceptualisation of communication: its cooperative character. 
Nevertheless, the authors (ibid.) question the reliability, and, especially, the preciseness of 
Grice’s (1975) definition of maxims governing interaction. Hence, in search for a more exact 
model of human communication, Wilson and Sperber (1990, 41) adopt Grice’s (1975) idea of 
being relevant. The latter concerns Grice’s (1975, 46) maxim of Relation. Wilson and Sperber 
(1990, 41) elaborate on it, and develop the Relevance Theory (ibid., 35). The authors (ibid., 41–
42) point out that they believe this to be the basis of human interaction.   
Wilson and Sperber (1990, 43–44) neatly explain that, according to the Relevance 
Theory, there are two main components that mark a behaviour as relevant to the addressee. 
Namely, “contextual effects” (ibid., 43), and “processing effort” (ibid., 44). Therefore, a 
behaviour is pertinent to the addressee when it satisfies both conditions (ibid.). Hence, it needs 
to generate large “contextual effects” (ibid., 43), within a certain context (ibid.). Additionally, 
it needs to be required that the addressee put minimal cognitive effort to work out the meaning 
of that behaviour (ibid., 44). The authors (ibid., 43) also explain that “contextual effects” (ibid.) 
encompass different modes in which new information interacts with collocutor’s extant views, 
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and knowledge. It can either enhance, or refute these beliefs, etc. within the contextual 
constraints of interaction (ibid.).  
Relying on Wilson and Sperber’s (1990) Relevance Theory, Lampert and Ervin-Tripp 
(2006, 53) point out that sometimes there is an inconsistency between the behaviour, and the 
context. This may result in the addressee’s inability to find genuine pertinence of the conduct 
to the situation (ibid.). Consequently, the collocutor is unable to perceive the behaviour as 
serious (ibid.). The authors (ibid.) clarify that this leads to addressee’s need to seek for relevance 
of speaker’s behaviour outside the constraints of “real-world” (ibid., 54) pertinence. This gives 
rise to “imaginary relevance” (ibid., 53–54), and, consequently, to the humorous interpretation 
of the conduct (ibid., 54). This could be related to Lockyer’s (2001, 17–18) claim that humour 
arises from a juxtaposition of incompatible elements that contradict one another. Lampert and 
Ervin-Tripp (2006, 54) also point out that speakers need to assure that their behaviour will have 
stronger imaginary, rather than “real-world” (ibid.) relevance for the addressee. The authors 
(ibid.) explain that the latter would then invest lesser “effort” (ibid.) into recognising the 
imaginary relevance of the behaviour, rather than the “real-world” (ibid.) one. Imaginary 
relevance of a conduct may be obtained through an earlier incidence of a similar behaviour, or 
acknowledgement of speaker’s general use of humour in communication (ibid.).  
 As the thesis first focuses on irony, and sarcasm, the next chapter deals with the 
definitions of these two types of humour in greater detail. The second part of the thesis discusses 
the dual character of irony, and sarcasm in terms of offending the addressee, or affording them 











3. IRONY, AND SARCASM 
 
3.1. DEFINING IRONY, AND SARCASM 
 
3.1.1. KEY COMPONENTS 
 
3.1.1.1. MEANING REVERSAL 
Irony consists of uttering something contrary to what is believed (Kiss 2015, 324; Lee and Katz 
1998, 9–10; Leech 1969, 166). Leech (1969, 172) defines sarcasm in the same manner. To 
elaborate on this, it needs to be pointed out that Dynel (2014, 623) exposes “untruthfulness” 
(ibid.) as one of the two essential components of irony. Namely, the speaker utters something 
they consider untrue, and expects the addressee to notice the falseness of the expressed 
behaviour (ibid., 623–624). The purpose of this is to call the addressee’s attention to the 
speaker’s unfulfilled anticipation (Lee and Katz 1998, 9–10).  
According to Gibbs (2012, 104), irony serves as a conspicuous tool by which speakers 
can vigorously emphasize the disparity between the current state of affairs, and the situation 
they have hoped for, or anticipated. This is related to Utsumi’s (2000, 1787) possible verbal 
indicators of irony, such as speaker’s faked feelings. These include e.g. thanking, or giving 
compliments in a pretended way (ibid.). In lines with Glenwright and Pexman’s (2010) theory, 
the same applies to sarcasm. An instance of this can be observed in Mr. Baker’s comment in 
example (22) from the empirical data of the thesis. Note that Ben’s utterance below is his 
response to Mrs. Baker’s sarcastic comment that immediately precedes it.  
BEN: Oh, God, yes. (laughs) 
Ben’s laughter indicates that he is entertained by Mrs. Baker’s prior remark.  
(22) MR BAKER: There’s no need for blasphemy, thank you.  
Sarcasm. There is a clash between the first, and the second part of the verbal behaviour. 
In the first part, Mr. Baker criticises Ben, accusing him of blasphemy. In the second one, 
he thanks him for it. The reason for Mr. Baker’s accusation lies in Ben’s prior allusion 
to God, accompanied by laughter. The latter is understood by Mr. Baker as mocking 
towards God, and hence blasphemous. From Mr. Baker’s criticism, it is clear that he 
feels offended by Ben’s behaviour. Therefore, it is obvious that his thanking is not 
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sincere, but sarcastic. Namely, Mr. Baker’s sarcastic scope covers “thank you”. This 
way, he suggests that he is anything but grateful to Ben. His thanking would be 
legitimate in a situation that is contrary to the actual one. This allows Mr. Baker to 
deliver criticism. Target is personal. 
In relation to the mismatch between the actual, and the desired situation as an indicator 
of irony, and sarcasm, it is also interesting to see Colston and O’Brien’s (2000, 1559) view. 
Namely, the possibility of existence of a mismatch is proportionate to the difference between 
the actual, and the anticipated situation (ibid.). In order words, a bigger discrepancy between 
the two states of affairs generates a stronger mismatch between them. Consequently, it produces 
a bigger clash with speaker’s expectations, or desires (ibid.). This affects the interlocutor’s 
assessment of the actual situation, or conduct (ibid., 1562). This discrepancy serves as a direct 
link between the idea of speaker’s unmet expectations, and the meaning reversal. Such 
connection is further supported by Ajtony (2010, 247). The author (ibid.) points out that irony 
profits from the inconsistency between the actual state of affairs, and speaker’s requirements. 
The latter results in revealing the speaker’s judgement of this inconsistency (ibid.). The speaker, 
naturally, predisposes the addressee will be conscious of the inconsistency between reality, and 
the speaker’s (unattained) requirements (Ajtony 2010, 247).  
At the same time, the mismatch is made by the speaker (Colston and O’Brien 2000, 
1560). This is because they make the anticipated situation more obvious precisely due to the 
fact it clashes with the actual state of affairs (ibid.). In irony, this mismatch is complete (ibid., 
1564). By analogy, the same applies to sarcasm.  
Wilson (2006, 1724) defines irony as a divergence within a (broader) context. 
Specifically, a clash between the wanted, and the current situation (ibid.). By analogy, the same 
holds true for sarcasm. In agreement with this, Joshi, Sharma and Bhattacharyya (2015, 757) 
discuss “context incongruity”. The authors (ibid.) explain that, generally, disclosing sarcasm 
consists of anticipating a particular behaviour either as “sarcastic” (ibid.), or “non-sarcastic” 
(ibid.). It is precisely this contextual discrepancy that serves as a reliable indicator of sarcasm 
(ibid.). This is congruent with Eisterhold, Attardo, and Boxer’s (2006, 1239–1240) suggestion 
that ironic, or sarcastic behaviour can be pinpointed through its surrounding behaviour. This 
takes place especially when the discrepancy does not occur within the sarcastic behaviour itself, 
but between the behaviour that is perceived as sarcastic, and the surrounding behaviour (Joshi, 
Sharma, and Bhattacharyya 2015, 758). Hence, sarcasm can be recognised on the basis of what 
comes before, and what comes after it (ibid.). The authors (ibid., 761) explain that an example 
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of this is the so-called “inter-sentential incongruity” (ibid.). It comprises the mismatch between 
the sarcastic behaviour, and some preceding behaviour (ibid.).  
Furthermore, Campbell, and Katz (2012, 459–460) as well conclude that a contextual 
mismatch represents an indispensable prerequisite for sarcastic conduct to emerge. A possible 
way to generate such sarcasm is through an opposition between a behaviour displaying emotion, 
and the context in which it occurs (Riloff et al. 2013, 704). Specifically, there tends to be a 
clash between positive emotion, and a negatively-marked-off context of the conduct (ibid.). 
Joshi, Sharma, and Bhattacharyya (2015, 758) further clarify that this mismatch can either be 
“explicit” (ibid.), or “implicit” (ibid.). The former is distinctly conveyed through expressions 
displaying opposing emotions (i.e. positive, and negative) the speaker exhibits towards certain 
targets (ibid.). Contrarily, the latter consists of speaker’s surreptitious implication of their 
attitude (ibid.). This occurs without an overt expression of contrary emotions through 
polarisation (ibid.).  
An illustration of this is a part of example (17) from the empirical data. It depicts an 
explicit mismatch between a behaviour displaying positive emotions, and a negatively-marked-
off context. Additionally, it exemplifies the contextual discrepancy between the behaviour, and 
its surrounding context. It consists of two clashes. One of them takes place within the utterance, 
while the other one between the utterance, and its broader context. The broader context in this 
case comprises Michael, and Jayne’s row. The utterance constitutes one of Michael’s responses 
to Janey’s sarcasm in example (17) of the empirical data.  
MICHAEL: (mocking to criticising face) Says my wonderful sister, whose legs have two 
different postcodes.  
Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcasm here consists of two parts. First, there is a mismatch 
between the “wonderful sister”, and the second clause implying Janey’s promiscuous 
behaviour. Together with Michael’s mimicry, it reveals his negative assessment of her 
conduct. This clash signals part of Michael’s sarcasm. The other part is focused on the 
expression “wonderful”. The word “wonderful” denotes a positive emotion. It clashes 
with the negatively-charged environment of the utterance. The latter consists of 
Michael’s mimicry, his criticism of Janey in the second clause, and the broader context 
(their row). Therefore, what Michael really believes is that his sister is terrible. All this 
suggests that Michael delivers criticism that is serious in nature, indicating that he has 
taken offence at Janey’s sarcasm. Target is personal. 
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A special type of a contextual mismatch in sarcasm – and, by analogy, irony – is 
highlighted by Culpeper (2011, 155). The author (ibid., 174) illustrates it as a verbal mismatch 
between a typically negative, and a typically positive treatment of the target. Therefore, the 
speaker can combine strategies that typically cause offence with those that, for instance, convey 
a compliment (ibid.). According to the author (ibid., 135), the former comprise “insults” (ibid.), 
outright “criticism/complaints” (ibid.), unpleasant “questions and/or presuppositions” (ibid.), 
expressions of disdain/patronisation, “dismissals” (ibid.), “silencers” (ibid., 136), “threats” 
(ibid.), swearing/“ill-wishes” (ibid.), etc. Conversely, the latter, apart from a compliment, can 
be concretised by any other strategy that typically treats the target positively (ibid., 174). An 
illustration of such a clash is example (9), taken from the analysis of the series.  
(9) SUSAN: Oh, darling. A mother is proud of her child, no matter how big a failure 
they are.  
Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between the positive treatment of the target, and the 
negative one. Being proud of someone constitutes complimenting on them, and it thus 
supposes an instance of a positive treatment of the target. Conversely, labelling someone 
as a failure constitutes an insult, and, thus, a negative treatment of the target. This results 
in sarcasm. This way, Susan delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
Camp (2012, 587) adopts a less traditional, but more wholesome approach towards 
sarcasm specification. She defines it as consisting in a particular type of “meaning inversion” 
(ibid., 588). The latter can itself be concretised through diverse means (ibid.). In contrast to 
traditional views on sarcasm, the author (ibid., 587) attributes a more general sense to the 
“meaning” (ibid.) that is being reversed. She explains that the latter can also encompass the 
entire act, and/or speaker’s assessment (ibid.). Hence, it is not necessarily limited to the 
proposition of the behaviour (ibid.). In line with the distinction between irony, and sarcasm, 
adopted in this thesis, Camp’s (2012) treatment of these types of humour equally applies to 
both. 
Camp (2012, 604) adopts Kumon-Nakamura et al.’s (1995) theory that irony is both 
“allusive” (Camp 2012, 604), and it functions as a “pretense” (ibid.). Therefore, the referential 
character of irony consists of speaker’s directing the addressee’s focus at an unmet anticipation 
(ibid.). Camp’s (2012) point is, thus, consistent with Utsumi’s (2000, 1783) idea that irony 
involves a clash with speaker’s unfulfilled expectancies. Camp (2012, 604) further explains that 
the second element of irony, i.e. “pretense” (ibid.), refers to the idea of speaker’s behaviour not 
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being honest, or authentic. The author (ibid., 588) as well exposes that sarcasm reverses 
something an individual “pretends to mean (or presupposes someone else to have meant), 
relative to an evoked normative scale” (ibid.). The author (ibid., 606) clarifies that this 
“pretense” (ibid.), or dishonesty can be very accurately aimed at. As a result, distinct parts of 
speaker’s behaviour can be covered by the span of sarcasm (ibid.). Note that speaker’s 
evaluative attitude is discussed in greater detail in the following subchapter. The idea of irony 
functioning as a pretence is also exposed by Grice ([1989] 1991, 54). The author (ibid.) clarifies 
that the speaker wants the addressee to construe it this way, whilst conveying it implicitly. To 
further specify this, some ironic meanings are conveyed more implicitly than others (Burgers, 
van Mulken, and Schellens 2012, 232). Again, since none of these traits depend on the type of 
target (personal–non-personal), they equally define both types of humour in the present thesis. 
Camp (2012, 607) points out that the most basic instances of sarcasm cover a proposition 
that would be conveyed provided the behaviour was honest. Such sarcasm relates to one of the 
more traditional accounts of sarcastic behaviour (ibid., 600). It is the so-called “embedded 
sarcasm” (ibid.). The meaning reversal contained here lies in the proposition that is itself 
conveyed sincerely (ibid.). In other words, speakers do authentically believe what they convey, 
and the inversion of meaning takes place in the proposition of the utterance. Example (181) 
from the empirical data depicts such use of sarcasm. Bear in mind that Ben gets irritated at 
Roger already prior to this utterance. This serves as an additional cue for Ben’s sarcastic 
comment, as explained in the analysis of the example. The latter highlights also the idea of 
sarcasm functioning as a pretence. Example (181) is Ben’s reply to Roger’s suggestion that they 
should work together. 
(181) BEN: (mocking to condescending face) As tempting as that may sound, Roger, no. 
I’m taking this opportunity of running like hell, and never looking back. With companies 
like Cavitex, you’re just a nameless, faceless employee.  
 
Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry reveals that he does not genuinely believe that working 
alongside Roger is tempting. He only pretends to think this. Instead, he implies the 
opposite of that: he finds the idea of working together with Roger dreary. This is further 
supported by the rest of the sentence. Namely, Ben wants to quit working for Cavitex 
as soon as possible. It is also revealed by Ben’s irritation at Roger earlier in the 
conversation, where it is implied that Ben does not want to be anywhere near Roger. 
The crucial indicator of sarcasm here is Ben’s mimicry. His mocking to condescending 
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face discloses that he looks down on Roger. This further strengthens the idea that Ben 
believes Roger to be unwise for making such a suggestion. Hence, Ben does not simply 
use the expression “As tempting as that may sound” to suggest that he does not find it 
tempting, and to refuse Roger’s suggestion. He does not use it to mitigate the refusal. 
Instead, Ben uses the expression mainly to mock, or criticise Roger for making the 
proposal. This way, Ben conveys mockery. The latter is the crucial element that makes 
“As tempting as that may sound” sarcastic. Target is personal. 
 In addition, sarcasm can also cover presuppositions (Camp 2012, 607). At this point, it 
should be noted that this thesis uses Stalnaker’s (1999) understanding of pragmatic 
presuppositions. The author (ibid., 49) defines them in the following way. “[A] proposition P 
is a pragmatic presupposition of a speaker in a given context just in case the speaker assumes 
or believes that P, assumes or believes that his addressee assumes or believes that P, and 
assumes or believes that his addressee recognises that he is making these assumptions, or has 
these beliefs” (ibid.). This way, pragmatic presuppositions depend on collocutors’ common 
ground, and mutual knowledge (ibid., 51). Therefore, they are created by people, not by 
expressions themselves (ibid., 50). An illustration of sarcasm covering a pragmatic 
presupposition is the example (13), taken from the analysis of the series.  
(13) BEN: Nowhere. Gets us nowhere. Gets us nowhere. I don’t… I don’t blame you. 
(SUSAN remains silent; there is a short pause; BEN looks slightly disappointed) And 
this is the bit where you say I don’t blame you either. 
Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcasm occurs at the level of presupposition. His mimicry indicates 
that, by saying “And this is the bit…”, he conveys the following. He merely pretends to 
presuppose that Susan does not know that she should tell him that she does not blame 
him. Consequently, Ben pretends to believe that Susan believes that she does not know 
it. Ben takes Susan’s silence as a further indicator of her refusing to meet his 
expectations. This is an additional signal of him being sarcastic at presuming that she 
does not know that she should tell him she does not blame him. And finally, Ben 
pretends to assume that Susan recognises that he believes that she does not know it. As 
Ben’s presupposition is sarcastic, what he truly presumes is that Susan should tell him 
she does not blame him. Therefore, he genuinely presumes that Susan believes that she 
should tell him that. This is evident from his expectation about it. The latter is itself 
signalled by a pause that takes place immediately prior to Ben’s “And this is the bit…”. 
Ben’s pause indicates that he awaits Susan’s response. This signals that he believes that 
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Susan recognises that he presumes that she should tell him she does not blame him. 
Additionally, Ben’s facial expression also indicates that he believes his presumption 
about Susan’s (lack of) behaviour to be part of their common ground. This is an 
additional support of such an analysis, as Stalnaker (1999) exposes the idea of pragmatic 
presuppositions being related to the mutual knowledge between interlocutors. Ben’s 
sarcasm allows him to deliver criticism. Target is personal. 
Furthermore, meaning inversion in sarcasm can also concern one, or more words, or 
phrases in the utterance (Camp 2012, 611). This way, the behaviour’s general propositional 
content, and “grammatical mood” (ibid.) remain genuine (ibid.). Such sarcasm may refer to 
identified, and greatly noticeable aspects, traits, or behaviours within a context that clearly 
requires the contrary assessment from the one purported by the speaker (ibid., 612). 
Incidentally, it does not need to cover expressions denoting emotions, as evident from the 
author’s (ibid., 611) discussion. In this, it contrasts with Riloff et. al.’s (2013) sarcasm discussed 
above. The following example (16) depicts Camp’s (2012) sarcasm covering an expression. 
Note that the latter appears in the first sentence. The remainder of the analysis of the example 
is included in the transcription at the end, because it is not relevant to this part of the theory. It 
concerns Michael’s second sentence. Michael’s utterance takes place after Jayne tells him that 
Susan has told her his news. Michael mistakenly believes that the news concerns his girlfriend’s 
pregnancy.  
 (16) MICHAEL: (annoyed face) Oh, (emphatic stress) perfect! (angry face) You get 
your girlfriend pregnant, and the whole bloody world has to know. 
Sarcasm. Michael believes his mother has told Janey about his girlfriend’s pregnancy, 
and he does not like it. Hence, there is a clash between a broader context (of having a 
pregnant girlfriend), and the situation in which Janey finds this out. Michael believes 
this to be anything but perfect. Hence, sarcasm covers the expression “perfect”. 
Therefore, Michael finds it absolutely terrible. This is additionally cued by his mimicry, 
and a prominent stress on “perfect”. The expression enables him to convey criticism. 
Target is personal. 
Additionally, sarcasm can even extend its span to implicatures that convey speaker’s 
stance towards the matter discussed (Camp 2012, 618). Here, the reversal of meaning does not 
need to be restricted to the truthfulness itself of the utterance (ibid., 619–620). Thus, speaker’s 
sarcasm is aimed purely at their assessment, or disposition towards the target (ibid., 618). Such 
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sarcasm comprises speaker’s feigning to make a particular act that would be pertinent to the 
context that is completely inverted to the actual one (ibid.). Hence, this type of sarcasm 
implicitly calls attention to the discrepancy between the purported context, and the current 
situation (ibid.). To define such sarcastic behaviour, one needs to rely on a broader 
understanding of the meaning reversal (ibid., 619). Camp’s (2012) findings are in agreement 
with Camp and Hawthorne’s (2008, 3) point that any type of utterance can be employed in a 
sarcastic way. An illustration of sarcasm covering speaker’s attitude toward the target is 
example (63) form the analysed series. Belinda is an employee at the bank, who has had bad 
experience doing business with Ben. This is disclosed earlier in the episode. Belinda’s utterance 
in example (63) immediately follows her being introduced to Ben by her co-worker.  
(63) BELINDA: (smiles sarcastically) Oh, we’re all familiar with Mr. Harper. 
Sarcasm. Belinda’s sarcastic smile signals her sarcasm. She does know Ben, since he is 
a regular customer at the bank she works at. This means that the truthfulness of her 
utterance itself is not questionable. What is pretended is her smile. Her sarcastic smile 
discloses that she does not find the fact that she knows Ben pleasant, or positive. Instead, 
she finds it quite negative. The reversal of meaning, thus, lies at the level of her 
evaluative attitude. She merely pretends to display happiness, when, in fact, she conveys 
annoyance. To an extent, this is also signalled by a broader context (she has had bad 
experience with Ben). In other words, Belinda’s sarcastic smile suggests that she would 
genuinely feel happy in a situation that is completely opposite to the actual one. This 
way, she delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
Utsumi (2000, 1778) manifests that different linguists have primarily focused on the 
relationship (e.g. contrast, deceitfulness) between irony’s exterior meaning, and its proposed 
one. Such research cannot sufficiently explain all instances of irony (ibid.). The author (ibid.) 
explains that this is the case primarily due to its “implicit nature” (ibid.). The oblique character 
of ironic behaviour is also highlighted by Recchia et al. (2010, 256). It is precisely this character 
of irony that may impede one to clearly separate ironic utterances from those that are not ironic 
(Utsumi 2000, 1778). To discuss the nature of ironic, and sarcastic verbal behaviour more 
accurately, Utsumi (ibid.) provides the so-called “implicit display theory”. The theory consists 
of three essential parts (ibid.).  
Utsumi (2000, 1778) points out that the first part of the theory is represented by the 
“ironic environment” (ibid.) of the utterance. The latter refers to particular circumstantial scene 
(ibid.). It takes place within the context of interaction, and instigates the use of irony (ibid.). 
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Thus, the ironic environment is a necessary prerequisite for the treatment of ironic behaviour, 
as the latter cannot be analysed independently from the context in which it occurs (ibid.). Hence, 
when even the slightest possibilities of the existence of an ironic environment are cancelled, the 
behaviour cannot be identified as ironic (ibid., 1784). However, the former is not the only 
requisite to interpret a particular behaviour as ironic (ibid., 1783). The second precondition of 
it is the ironic behaviour (ibid., 1779). The latter implies, and presupposes a particular ironic 
environment (ibid., 1778).  
This implication is achieved through the fulfilment of all of the three constituents of the 
ironic environment (Utsumi 2000, 1784). The latter consists of the following. A reference to 
speaker’s prospects (ibid.), a “pragmatic insincerity” (ibid., 1785) of the utterance, and the 
implication of speaker’s resultant negative disposition towards their unmet anticipations (ibid.).  
Therefore, towards the target (ibid.). As soon as at least one of these constituents is conveyed 
overtly, the utterance is no longer ironic (Utsumi 2000, 1785). This means that all three need to 
be conveyed implicitly. In addition, the first element of ironic environment entails relationships 
of coherence (ibid.). Namely, there is a series of coherent links between the components of the 
message of the utterance expressed, and the state of affairs anticipated by the speaker (ibid.).  
Nonetheless, it is needs to be clarified that the implication, or assumption of ironic 
environment does not necessarily guarantee the existence of irony (ibid.). Alongside the two 
requisites above, for a behaviour to be ironic, it also needs to be archetypical of the ironic 
environment (ibid., 1779). According to the author (ibid.), this means that the requirements that 
typify it are yielded by the “implicit display” (ibid.) of the ironic environment. Consequently, 
the behaviour that assimilates more to these requirements is perceived as more ironic (ibid.). In 
other words, the better a particular conduct is characterised by these three features the greater 
the possibility of it being ironic. Hence, interactants recognise a particular behaviour either as 
ironic, or not, on the basis of its similarity with the precedent (ibid.). In line with the distinction 
between irony, and sarcasm in this thesis, Utsumi’s (2000) theory applies to sarcastic behaviour 







(The police break into the bank. The red dye packs containing the stolen money go off, 
and BEN’s face ends up covered in the red ink.) 
(102) BEN: (angry face; to himself) Great! That’s it! I’m switching banks.  
Irony. The ironic environment here consists of Ben’s failed expectation (i.e. the red dye 
pack has gone off, and dyed his face red), and Ben’s negative evaluative attitude towards 
this incident. Both are conveyed implicitly. Ben’s ironic verbal behaviour “Great!” 
implies the ironic environment. This means that it enables Ben to imply that his 
expectations have not been met. This is additionally signalled by his angry face. Hence, 
Ben conveys criticism. Target is not a human being. 
This chapter has focused primarily on the discussion of the first two components of the 
theory. This is because the clash with speaker’s expectations, and the direct expression of 
something that is not true are both believed to form part of the meaning reversal inherent in 
irony and sarcasm. The last component of the theory is dealt with in the following subchapter.  
 
3.1.1.2. SPEAKER'S EVALUATIVE ATTITUDE TOWARDS TARGET 
Irony, and sarcasm always convey certain negative assessment of the topic discussed (Ajtony 
2010, 247; Camp 2012, 588; Dynel 2014, 623; Kiss 2015, 328; Taylor 2015, 129; Utsumi 2000, 
1785). Dynel (2014, 623) believes this to be the second key component of irony. Speaker’s 
negative assessment of the target is expressed through an implicature (Dynel 2014, 625; Utsumi 
2000, 1785). The same applies to sarcasm. Note that distinct authors expose the very idea of 
the omnipresence, and inherence of negative disposition of the speaker in irony, and sarcasm. 
This itself suggests that the latter is one of the crucial components of the two. The example 
(200) from the analysed series clearly illustrates speaker’s implicitly conveyed criticism of the 
target.   
(200) BEN: It’s very exciting. Very, and I’ve got a thousand figures still to paint. 
(pretendedly excited voice) I can’t wait. I could really help you at the gallery if you 
wanted to.  
Irony. Ben’s pretendedly excited voice indicates that his third sentence is ironic. He is 
not thrilled with the fact that he still needs to paint that many figures. This is additionally 
cued earlier in the episode. Namely, Ben has already complained about being bored of 
painting them. Thus, he delivers negative evaluation of the target. It is clear that Ben’s 
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criticism is not expressed explicitly, but implied through his behaviour. Target is not a 
human being. 
Speaker’s negative stance is invariably motivated by a mismatch between the present, 
and the anticipated state of affairs (Ajtony 2010, 247; Gibbs 2012, 104; Utsumi 2000, 1783). 
The latter is precisely what motivates, and enables interactants to convey the affective 
consequences, e.g. feeling of jolt, or discontent (Gibbs 2012, 104; Wilson 2013, 47). This way, 
they can deliver ridicule, contempt, or, in specific circumstances, glee (ibid.). To clarify the 
exact nature of speaker’s assessment, it is indispensable to provide Utsumi’s (2000, 1783n3) 
clarification. Namely, irony always encompasses a negative disposition towards the target 
treated (ibid.). Nevertheless, the strength, and kind of speaker’s negative stance varies (Colston 
2002, 115–117; Utsumi 2000, 1783n3; Wilson 2013, 47). This can result in the negative 
assessment of the discrepancy, and, hence, the target, being jocular, instead of genuine, in nature 
(Utsumi 2000, 1783n3). By analogy, the same nature applies to sarcasm. All these findings 
additionally support the claim that meaning reversal, and speaker’s negative attitude are both 
essential components of irony, and, by analogy, sarcasm. Examples (156), and (186) illustrate 
speaker’s conveyance of jocular negative disposition towards the target. As both examples can 
be related to the banter-like nature of irony, and sarcasm, they are provided below. Keep in 
mind that the distinction between serious, and jocular criticism can be signalled by distinct 
responses to irony, and sarcasm as well (cf. Kotthoff 2000, Holmes 2000; Sacks [1974] 1989, 
Bell 2009). 
Utsumi’s (2000) jocular criticism of the target could also be associated with Boylan and 
Katz’s (2013, 203) findings. The authors (ibid.) claim that sarcastic behaviour can conceivably 
either weaken the offence, or transform it into an endorsement. This can be achieved by using 
sarcastic comments with negative literal meanings (Camp 2012, 611; Gibbs 2012, 104; Voyer 
and Vu 2016, 617). This way, a literally expressed offence changes into a praise (Camp 2012, 
607, Voyer and Vu 2016, 617). As pointed out by Utsumi (2000, 1783), the negative evaluation 
constitutes the third, and last, component of the “ironic environment” (ibid., 1784).  
Camp (2012, 605) defines sarcasm as behaviour that assumes a particular “normative 
scale” (ibid.), to which the speaker “pretends” (ibid.) to make, or invoke, their own engagement. 
This results in speaker’s expression of a reversal of this feigned engagement (ibid.). Hence, a 
particular trait, behaviour, or situation is always evaluated with respect to the evoked, or 
presumed evaluative spectrum (ibid., 606). Additionally, sarcasm inevitably comprises a certain 
reversal of that scale (ibid.). Take the instance of sarcasm covering a proposition of the 
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utterance. Apart from conveying a proposition that is opposite to the one literally stated, 
speakers imply their own assessment of the target as well (ibid., 607). In other words, they 
reverse not only a proposition of the utterance, but also their correspondent disposition towards 
that proposition (ibid., 608). Bear in mind that all Camp’s (2012) theory concerning speaker’s 
evaluative attitude equally applies to both kinds of humour. 
Sarcasm which spans over individual expressions, establishes an even stronger link to 
speaker’s assessment (Camp 2012, 611). This is because the speaker directly employs an 
expression designating one end of the evaluative spectrum (ibid.). This effects in a reversal that 
produces an implication that the assessed behaviour, or trait, is situated at the other end of that 
spectrum (ibid.). Consequently, speaker’s ability to reject their implied message afterwards is 
substantially reduced (ibid., 612). 
 
3.1.2. TARGET, AND ADDRESSEE 
 
It is necessary to point out that the target–addressee distinction is relevant to the thesis only in 
special circumstances. Namely, when it is an indispensable means to identify addressee’s 
reaction to irony, and sarcasm. The specific reasons for this are explained in detail in the 
methodology of the thesis. The illustration of this is example (52) from the analysed series, 
provided in chapter 3.3. The example is included there, as it depicts Attardo’s (2001) sarcastic, 
or ironic mode adoption, discussed in that chapter.  
As Martin (2007, 18) highlights, aggressive forms of humour – in our case, irony, and 
sarcasm – normally comprise three entities: “the speaker” (ibid.), “the listener” (ibid.), and “the 
target” (ibid.). Namely, the target of criticism, or ridicule, and the addressee in irony do not 
necessarily coincide (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 279; Kiss 2015, 325; Partington 2007, 
1549). The same applies to sarcasm (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 279; Gibbs 2000, 7). 
Hence, the target ridiculed may be either physically present, or not (Martin 2007, 18). 
Therefore, interactants other than the target may obtain amusement from mocking the latter 
(Dynel 2014, 634; Martin 2007, 18). This way, they can strengthen their social bonds (Gibbs 







3.1.3. IRONY AND SARCASM AS ECHOES 
Another way to explain certain instances of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour is by looking at 
Sperber and Wilson’s (1981) echoic account of irony. The authors (ibid., 306–307) clarify that 
speakers can employ irony to “echo” (ibid., 306) someone else’s behaviour, whilst displaying 
their own attitude towards the target. These echoes are intended to signal that the speaker has 
witnessed, and comprehended the conduct in question (ibid., 306). Hence, they use the ironic 
echo merely to convey their disposition to it (ibid.). Wilson and Sperber (1992, 60) explain that 
the latter is always dissociative, i.e. negative. To complement this, Wilson (2006, 1724) 
explains that the echo can also target speakers themselves, when these allude to their own 
behaviour at some prior point in time. By analogy in this thesis, Sperber and Wilson’s (1981) 
echo theory equally applies to both types of humour. When the echo alludes to speaker’s own 
previous conduct, it constitutes self-sarcasm (cf. the next subchapter).  
The following example (142), taken from the analysis, illustrates the use of sarcasm as 
an echo of someone else’s conduct.  
(142) SUSAN: Oh, something stupid about (imitates ZELDA; mocking face) “a travel 
opportunity for someone we know well”.  
Sarcasm. Here, Susan mimics Zelda, and uses a mocking face, which results in sarcasm. 
By echoing Zelda’s utterance from before, Susan adopts a dissociative stance towards 
Zelda’s behaviour. This is signalled by her mocking face. It allows her to convey 
criticism. Target is personal. 
 
3.1.4. SELF-SARCASM 
Kiss (2015, 329) exposes a special type of irony: “self-irony” (ibid.). It is the one that is directed 
at the speakers themselves (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 281; Gibbs 2000, 7; Kiss 2015, 329; 
Martin 2007, 121; Wilson 2006, 1724). In lines with the distinction between irony, and sarcasm 
in this thesis, Kiss’ (2015, 329) “self-irony” is treated here as self-sarcasm. It enables speakers 
to assert their devotion to the group (Gibbs 2000, 7). Hence, it affirms the conduct that is 
considered normative, or adequate by the group members (ibid.). As a result, it normally enables 
speakers to appear unobtrusive (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 281). This is way it tends to be 
regarded, from the collocutors’ perspective, as more accessible, and affable than an ordinary 
sarcasm (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 281; Kiss 2015, 329). These traits allow the speaker 
to harness closeness in the interpersonal relationship (Norrick 1993, 47).  Note that this can be 
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related to the banter-like function of sarcasm, and irony, discussed later in the thesis (cf. e.g. 
O’Callaghan 2014, Gibbs 2000, Dynel 2014).  
 The following example (313), taken from the empirical data of the thesis, serves as an 
illustration of speaker’s self-sarcasm. Note that Janey’s self-sarcasm effects in bonding with 
her collocutor, Michael.  
(313) JANEY: (upset face) Why do I do this?  
Self-sarcasm: a sarcastic RQ. Janey’s self-sarcasm is conveyed though a sarcastic 
rhetorical question. She does not genuinely ask herself about the reasons why she ends 
up meeting married men. Instead, she implies that she just commonly finds herself in a 
situation like this. Her self-criticism is evident from the context. Namely, she believes 
that her new boyfriend is already married, which is something that has already happened 
to her several times before. Her self-mockery is further cued by her facial expression. 
This way, Janey delivers her negative assessment towards herself. Target is personal.  
 (MICHAEL smiles slightly.) 
Michael’s slight smile signals his amusement, not offence.  
 
3.1.5. SARCASTIC, AND IRONIC RHETORICAL QUESTIONS 
As this thesis focuses on instances of irony, and sarcasm, and sees whether they cause offence, 
or not, it is important to point out that also rhetorical questions normally belong to the field of 
sarcasm (Gibbs 2000, 12). In agreement with this, Oraby et al. (2017, 312) find that there is a 
considerable frequency of sarcastic components in RQs. This is in tune with Illie’s (1994, 145) 
conclusions that rhetorical questions can be “ironical, [or] sarcastic” (ibid.). These findings are 
further supported by Giora, Givoni and Fein’s (2015, 295) conclusions. The authors (ibid.) find 
that the rhetorical question “Do you really think you are X?”, where “X” represents a quality 
that the addressee does not possess, is a sarcastic rhetorical question (ibid.). Oraby et al. (2016, 
32) adopt Gibbs’ (2000) conclusions. The authors (ibid., 34), nevertheless, point out that not all 
rhetorical questions are sarcastic, since they can also be non-sarcastic. It is for this reason why 
this subchapter focuses on delineating sarcastic, and ironic rhetorical questions (RQs). Namely, 
to distinguish them from their non-sarcastic, and non-ironic counterparts.  
Sarcastic, and ironic rhetorical questions belong to the field of sarcasm, and irony, 
respectively. This is why it is pertinent to expose once more the two key features of sarcastic, 
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and ironic behaviour. These are meaning reversal, and speaker’s negative disposition towards 
the target (cf. e.g. Camp 2012, Dynel 2014, Utsumi 2000). In lines with the distinction between 
sarcasm, and irony adopted in this thesis, these characteristics equally apply to both types of 
humour. Resultantly, also sarcastic RQs contrast with ironic RQs on the basis of the target: 
personal in the former, and non-personal in the latter.  
To begin with, Illie (1999, 975) clarifies that rhetorical questions are “non-standard” 
(ibid.) questions. This suggest that their main function is not to invoke the addressee’s answer, 
or information (ibid., 979). The same idea is exposed by Egg (2007, 73), Han (2002, 202), and 
Wang (2014, 42). Thus, RQs serve the speaker as means of conveying affirmations about a 
certain state of affairs (Egg 2007, 73; Wang 2014, 42). Wang (ibid.) also adopts Quirk et al.’s 
(1972, and 1985) clarification that rhetorical questions have an interrogative form, but obtain a 
substantial affirmative function in the interaction. Namely, they elicit a different type of 
response from the collocutor (Illie 1999, 979). As explained by Illie (1994, 77), this is typically 
a “mental [one]” (ibid.). Furthermore, Illie (1999, 990) exposes that rhetorical questions are 
“argumentative” (ibid.). In addition, they implicitly convey speaker’s strong engagement with 
the implicated message expressed (ibid.). This is in agreement with the author’s (Illie 1994, 48) 
findings that due to their dualistic nature, RQs contain certain features of both interrogative, 
and declarative sentences.   
A rhetorical question implies a particular answer the speaker is completely engaged with 
(Illie 1994, 45). The addressee then needs to deduce the answer, and, thus, the intended message 
the speaker wishes to convey (ibid.). The former may; however, fail to recognise the question 
as rhetorical (ibid., 40). Speaker’s conveyed message normally contains their evaluative attitude 
towards the matter discussed (ibid., 77). This is in resonance with Illie’s (1994, 46) findings 
that a RQ can, apart from its primary function, perform other functions at the same time. The 
primary function is to confront the interlocutor (ibid.). Conversely, the accompanying functions 
include criticising, admonishing, cautioning, etc. (ibid.). Additionally, the speaker wishes the 
addressee to adopt an engagement with the implied statement, and, hence, agree with it (ibid., 
41). Conversely, the latter can display their discord with the implication of the RQ (ibid.). Since 
interlocutors can display either affiliative, or disaffiliative replies to RQs (ibid., 50), the latter 
can perform either softening, or exacerbating functions in human interaction (ibid. 45). 
Especially, since the appraising meaning of rhetorical questions is usually more prominent than 
their superficially expressed content (Recchia et al. 2010, 256). Namely, the greater stress is 
put on speaker’s assessment of the situation. All in all, since speakers can deliver their 
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assessments through RQs, these can be used to generate harmony/solidarity in the interpersonal 
relationship, or cause offence. The paramount criteria that come into play while distinguishing 
between rhetorical, and standard questions include general circumstances, communication type, 
speaker-addressee relationships, etc. (Illie 1994, 43).  
As addressees may disclose their (dis)affiliation with RQs, it is noteworthy to consider 
Illie’s (1994, 82) clarification on the matter. The author (ibid.) points out that collocutors’ 
replies can target either the implied message of the RQ, the very RQ, or both. Note that both 
the speaker, and the addressee can provide verbal replies to rhetorical questions (ibid.). 
Moreover, speakers can emphasise the intended message implied through the RQ (ibid., 107). 
Sometimes, rhetorical questions, apart from their usual, argumentative, function (Illie 
1999, 990), display some “answer-eliciting” (ibid.) properties as well (ibid.). Such RQs do leave 
the addressee with a possibility of an answer (ibid.). Therefore, Illie (1999) differentiates 
between two types of RQs. The first are more “argumentative” (ibid., 990), and the second 
share certain components of “answer-elicitation” (ibid.) from the addressee. This distinction 
appears consistent with Illie’s (1994, 100) claim that some rhetorical questions focus more on 
the implied statements, others more on the “interrogative form” (ibid.). On the basis of this, it 
can be inferred that RQs that are more argumentative focus more on the implied 
statement/message. Contrarily, those that put greater focus on the interrogative form of the RQ 
are more “answer-elicit[ing]” (Illie 1999, 990). Speakers convey their negative evaluative 
attitude towards the target through the statement/message implied by the rhetorical question 
(Illie 1994, 77). This is precisely why it can be deduced that such an evaluation is present with 
those RQs that are more argumentative in nature.   
Since sarcasm, and irony deliver certain negative assessment of the target (cf. Camp 
2012, Utsumi 2000), this component needs to be present in sarcastic, and ironic RQs as well. 
Therefore, sarcastic, and ironic RQs are more argumentative in nature. In line with the 
distinction between the two types of RQs provided by Illie (1999), they lack the “answer-
elicit[ing]” (ibid., 990) component. Hence, it can be deduced that their non-sarcastic, and non-
ironic counterparts are those that do preserve a remnant of “answer-elicitation” (ibid.). In short, 
sarcastic, and ironic rhetorical questions serve to criticise, or mock the target. Conversely, their 
non-sarcastic, and non-ironic counterparts do not. This is further supported by Oraby et al.’s 
(2017, 311) findings. The authors (ibid.) claim that speakers use sarcastic rhetorical questions 
to convey their criticism, or ridicule of the target. Example (149), taken from the analysis, is an 
illustration of this.  
25 
 
(149) BEN: (upset face) There’s no pleasing you, is there? I lose, you moan, I win, you 
moan. 
A sarcastic rhetorical question (RQ). Ben does not genuinely wonder whether there is a 
way to please Susan, or not. Instead, Ben believes that she cannot possibly be pleased. 
This is signalled by his mimicry, and his claim that Susan complains, regardless of what 
he does. In other words, Ben’s sarcastic RQ implies the assertion that Susan cannot 
possibly be pleased, and delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
Oraby et al.’ (2017, 311) conclusions are in agreement with Oraby et al.’s (2016, 38) 
findings. The authors (ibid.) also argue that speakers would frequently use sarcastic rhetorical 
questions criticising “mental abilities” (ibid.) of their interlocutors. Conversely, non-sarcastic 
RQs typically appear as convincing devices, or as means of carrying out argumentation, without 
being scornful, and without ridiculing, or criticising the target (Oraby et al. 2017, 311). The 
authors (ibid., 312) also highlight that sarcastic rhetorical questions involve certain 
inconsistency regarding their meaning. For instance, by conveying speaker’s undoubtful 
attitude towards verifiable truths in a question form, or by inquiring about something that is 
already obvious (ibid.). This idea could be summed up in the following way. If the speaker 
poses a question about their own disposition towards matters discussed; especially, if the latter 
is well-known, the chances of their question being a sarcastic/ironic RQ increase. The same 
happens when speakers question about a state of affairs that is clear, confirmed, or does not 
raise any doubts.  
Another possible way to explain the exact nature of sarcastic, and ironic rhetorical 
questions is by taking another closer look at Camp’s (2012) theory on sarcasm. Namely, 
sarcastic, and ironic RQs could be explained as examples of Camp’s (2012, 618) sarcasm 
covering the entire act. The author (ibid.) explains that such an act would be sincere, and 
appropriate, in a context that is completely opposite to the situation in which the sarcastic 
version of it occurs. Thus, the meaning reversal does not englobe only an expression, or a 
proposition of the behaviour (ibid.). Such sarcasm is typically associated with non-assertions 
(ibid.). This is, hence, a further link to sarcastic, and – by analogy – to ironic rhetorical 
questions. Camp (2012, 618) explains that such sarcasm comprises speaker’s implicit call for 
attention to the discrepancy between the anticipated context, and the current situation. The two 
lie at antithetical ends of the spectrum of appraisal (ibid.). This allows speakers to convey their 




As far as this thesis is concerned, there are two main reasons why sarcastic, and ironic 
rhetorical questions could be analysed this way. They function as statements, rather than 
questions, and they deliver a negative evaluative attitude towards the target. Since statements 
represent the direct opposite of questions, the reversal of meaning Camp (2012, 618) 
emphasises occurs at this level. Utsumi’s (2000, 1783n3) negative evaluative attitude (serious, 
or jocular), hence, serves as the second necessary link between sarcastic, and ironic RQs, and 
Camp’s (2012, 618) sarcasm covering the entire act. They both convey (serious, or jocular) 
criticism, or mockery of the target.  
 
3.2. RECOGNITION OF IRONY, AND SARCASM 
Ajtony (2010, 247) finds that interactants resolve to use irony, presuming a two-phase 
procedure. First, the addressee is required to recognise that the uttered message is rebuffed 
(ibid.). Then, they are expected to deduce the truly intended message the speaker wishes to 
deliver by means of implicature (ibid.). Michaelis and Feng’s (2015, 152) conclusions support 
these findings. The authors (ibid.) claim that addressees need to recognise the highlighted 
discrepancy, and the adverse evaluation of the divergence implied in order to identify the 
behaviour as sarcastic.  
Alexander (1997, 67) finds that the style of utterances, and connotations particular 
expressions acquire can function as sufficient catalysts for an ironic interpretation. However, 
sometimes interlocutors need to rely only on contextual features in order to interpret speaker’s 
behaviour as ironic, or sarcastic (ibid.). To elaborate on this, it needs to be emphasised that 
irony, and sarcasm are not dependent on the expressions themselves, but on the context in which 
they appear (Kiss 2015, 238; Michaelis and Feng 2015, 152; Utsumi 2000, 1778). 
 Camp (2012, 591) explains that speakers expect that the addressee will resolve the 
intended meaning conveyed through sarcasm by processing it through “sarcasm-specific 
operation of contrariety” (ibid.). Hence, the addressee reverses the meaning of the utterance 
(ibid.). Also Kiss (2015, 325) finds that irony’s main goal is achieved through interlocutors’ 
understanding of its implied meaning. The author (ibid.) clarifies her idea by emphasising that 
the ironist’s intention is for the addressee to identify the ironic message put forward by the 
speaker. Thus, the addressee is expected to employ a certain level of logical reasoning to 
interpret the implied meaning of the ironic behaviour (ibid.).  
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To understand this process of deduction better, it is important to provide Ivanko and 
Pexman’s (2003, 270) findings. The authors (ibid.) explain that the time the addressee spends 
at recognising, and comprehending sarcasm is influenced by the level of contextual mismatch 
between the utterance, and the situation involved. This means that sarcasm can be recognised 
through a contextual mismatch provided the sufficient degree of mutual knowledge between 
interactants (Dynel 2014, 624; Joshi, Sharma, and Bhattacharyya 2015, 758; Kiss 2015, 325). 
At this point it is necessary to explain the concept of the common ground among interlocutors. 
Clark (1992, 68) defines it as the information the latter hold as mutual. According to the author 
(ibid.), this comprises “knowledge, beliefs, and even suppositions” (ibid.) interlocutors have in 
common. The need for the common ground between interactants, hence, suggests that these 
need to be familiar with one another’s beliefs (Kiss 2015, 325). As clarified by the author (ibid.), 
this makes ironic behaviour a “social” (ibid.) event. In line with Glenwright and Pexman’s 
(2010) distinction, all these traits apply to irony, and sarcasm alike.    
An illustration of the need for certain background knowledge the interactants need to 
share for the addressee to be able to recognise sarcasm is Gary’s sarcastic rhetorical question. 
It constitutes his response to Joan’s sarcastic behaviour from example (70) of the analysed 
series. For Joan to be able to recognise Gary’s sarcasm (apart from his mimicry, of course), she 
needs to know that she has (always) blamed Gary for doing everything wrong. Or, at least, that 
he believes this to be true. Hence, the example also depicts Kiss’ (2015) idea of irony, and – by 
analogy – sarcasm requiring from interactants to be familiar with one another’s beliefs. 
GARY: (upset face) Why is it, whenever anything goes wrong, it’s always my fault?  
A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not sincerely ask Joan for an explanation. Instead, he implies 
that she always unfairly accuses him of doing something wrong. This is cued by his 
mimicry, and by Gary, and Joan’s previous knowledge of each other’s beliefs. It is 
additionally signalled by their past general behaviour towards each other. This way, Gary 
delivers criticism. Since Gary’s negative evaluation of the target is serious (he feels upset), 
it means that he is offended. Target is personal. 
The importance of mutual knowledge is also exposed by Kreuz et al. (1999, 1686). The 
authors (ibid.) argue that despite various indicators of irony that speakers use, potential 
miscommunication can occur. This could be explained by Thomas’ (1995) theory (Nieto Álvaro 
2011, 33). Namely, Thomas ([1995] 2013, 58) argues that implicatures are expressed by 
speakers, whereas inferences are made by addressees. The author (ibid.) clarifies that 
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addressees do not necessarily recognise the implicature, as their inference might not be in 
resonance with speaker’s implicature. A probable cause of this is precisely speaker’s 
misevaluation of their mutual knowledge with the addressee (Kreuz et al. 1999, 1686). The 
latter needs to be able to deduce speaker’s actual evaluative stance towards the subject matter 
(ibid.). Therefore, they need to be familiar with one another’s beliefs (Kiss 2015, 325). In other 
words, the addressee needs to know enough about the speaker to interpret their behaviour 
accurately. Speakers, and addressees can achieve this if they, for instance, share the same 
involvement with the situation referred to via irony (Kreuz et al. 1999, 1686). This can, for 
example, be achieved by them (physically) witnessing the same happening (ibid.). 
In addition to distinct contextual, and, generally, more implicit signals of irony, and 
sarcasm, it is paramount to highlight some typical “verbal cues” (Utsumi 2000, 1787) as well. 
As pointed out by the author (ibid.), these may include interjections, and utterances used to 
convey faked positive feelings, such as “thank[s], compliment[s]” (ibid.), etc. Note that the 
latter is also clear from Gibb’s (2012) conclusions on the clash between the expected behaviour, 
and the actual one. According to Utsumi (2000, 1787), some possible interjections are “Oh!” 
(ibid.), “ah!” (ibid.), “Dear me!” (ibid.), and “huh” (ibid.). The following example (306) depicts 
the use of the sarcastic interjection “Oh!” at the beginning of the utterance. Bear in mind that 
the analysis below discusses only the beginning of Ben’s sarcastic utterance, since the second 
part constitutes a sarcastic RQ. The full treatment of the example is, thus, located in the 
transcription at the end. To better understand Ben’s sarcasm, Roger’s utterance that 
immediately precedes Ben’s sarcastic response is provided as well.  
ROGER: She just left a little note on the little chalkboard the little pig holds by the oven.  
(306) BEN: (pretendedly surprised face, smiles sarcastically) Oh! (pretendedly excited 
voice, smiles sarcastically) What? 
Sarcasm. As is clear from Ben’s mimicry, and the sarcastic RQ that follows, his “Oh!” is 
sarcastic. Namely, he only pretends to be surprised by Roger’s news. In reality, Ben does 
not know what Roger is talking about, and makes fun out of him. This way, he conveys 







3.2.1. NON-VERBAL CUES IN PRODUCTION OF IRONY, AND SARCASM 
Kreuz et al. (1999, 1686), and Voyer and Vu (2016, 616) both emphasise the importance of 
different indicators of irony, and sarcasm in communication. In relation to this, it is necessary 
to point out Jacob et al.’s (2016, 1) findings that these can either be “verbal” (ibid.), or 
“nonverbal” (ibid.). In addition, Hjelle Olsen (2015, 9) discusses three major groups of cues 
that signal sarcasm as well. These are “vocal” (ibid.), “visual” (ibid.), and “contextual” (ibid.) 
cues. Possible verbal, and contextual cues for sarcasm, and irony detection have already been 
discussed. Therefore, to provide a fuller account of instances of irony, and sarcasm, it is 
necessary to discuss potential non-verbal cues as well. In line with the difference between irony, 
and sarcasm in this thesis, the same non-verbal cues equally apply to both.  
At this point, it needs to be clarified that non-verbal signals, according to Jacob et al. 
(2016, 1), comprise prosody, mimicry, and “gestures” (ibid., 12). Hjelle Olsen (2015, 9) 
believes “contextual” (ibid.) markers to be amongst highly important indicators of sarcastic 
behaviour. As this subchapter deals with non-verbal signals, it is necessary to highlight Voyer 
and Vu’s (2016, 616) findings. They claim that prosody is, alongside context, one of the 
paramount signals of sarcasm.  
Conversely, Culpeper (2011, 172) believes that the context is typically even a more 
important indicator of sarcasm than prosody. Nevertheless, as explained by Peters and Almor 
(2017, 248), the latter may prove crucial, when contextual cues are not enough. This is 
congruent with Camp’s (2012, 590) findings. The author (ibid.) emphasises that, occasionally, 
prosody alone may be sufficient to distinguish between sarcastic, and non-sarcastic conduct. In 
these cases, there is no need for contextual cues (ibid.).  
Note as well that both non-verbal, and verbal signals disclose interactants’ emotional 
states as well (Jacob et al. 2016, 1; Ochs and Schieffelin [1989] 2009, 10). The former 
comprises facial movements, gestures, the position, and location of the body, etc. (Ochs and 
Schieffelin [1989] 2009, 10). Conversely, the latter consists of various linguistic means to signal 
a particular emotion (ibid.). These conclusions are also relevant to the second part of the 
analysis in the thesis. This is because the latter focuses on addressee’s reactions (i.e. 
perceptions) of irony, and sarcasm.  
Verbal, and non-verbal signals can either be concordant with each other, or clash with 
each other (Jacob et al. 2016, 1). The latter produces a discrepancy between the information 
expressed verbally through the utterance, and the non-verbal elements that accompany it (ibid.). 
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This gives rise to irony (ibid.), or sarcasm. In other words, these types of humour can be brough 
about by a mismatch between prosody, mimicry, or gestures, and the verbally expressed content 
of the utterance. To illustrate this, the authors (ibid., 3) analyse a clash between a positive verbal 
content, and a negative feeling displayed non-verbally. They find that this generates a strong 
mismatch between the two components of the behaviour, resulting in irony (ibid.). An 
illustration of a mismatch between non-verbal, and verbal components of a behaviour is 
example (66) from the analysed series. Belinda, and Ben are amongst the hostages at the bank. 
Ben has unintentionally disclosed the robbers their plans to escape. The following remark is 
Belinda’s reaction to Ben’s blunder.  
(66) BELINDA: (angry face; to BEN) Nice going, idiot! 
 
Sarcasm. Belinda’s “Nice going” is sarcastic. Namely, Belinda does not believe that 
Ben has done a great job by revealing their plans to one of the robbers. This is signalled 
in the following way. There is a mismatch between Belinda’s mimicry (angry face), and 
her verbal “Nice going”. This clearly results in sarcasm. When the expression “Nice 
going” is conveyed sincerely, it delivers a compliment. Therefore, it treats the target 
(here, the addressee) in a positive way. Belinda’s angry face conveys negative emotions. 
This clearly rejects the idea of giving a genuine compliment. Hence, she delivers 
criticism. Target is personal. 
 
3.2.1.1. MIMICRY 
In relation to mimicry as a potential indicator of irony, or sarcasm, it needs to be pointed out 
that Culpeper (2011, 161) uses Sperber ad Wilson’s (1986) echo theory to explain sarcastic 
facial expressions. This is the reason why it is first necessary to look at Sperber and Wilson’s 
(1981, 306–307) definition of irony. The authors (ibid.) describe it as an echo of someone else’s 
conduct. This allows the speaker to display a negative disposition towards the target (Wilson 
and Sperber 1992, 60). Culpeper (2011, 161) further elaborates on the theory by applying it to 
his treatment of sarcastic mimicry. The author (ibid.) explains that, in line with this theory, 
sarcastic mimicry can be used to imitate the original speaker, since it functions as an “echo” 
(ibid.) of someone’s conduct. This way, the latter functions as a distorted portrayal of the 
original behaviour, where the ironic/sarcastic speaker does not just imitate the target behaviour 
(ibid.). Instead, they convey their negative evaluation of the original conduct (ibid.). Recanati 
(2005, 14) as well finds that a speaker may indicate ironic meaning through the use of mimicry 
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that simulates the mimics of someone else. Needless to say, when someone echoes another 
person’s behaviour, the mimicry is sarcastic. Conversely, echoing a behaviour of a non-human 
being results in irony.  
Wilson (2013, 45) alludes to mimics as a potential indicator of irony, adopting 
Rockwell’s (2005) suggestion. According to the latter, a grin, eye rolling, and a stony face can 
perform such a function (Wilson 2013, 45). Kreuz et al. (1999, 1686), and González-Fuente, 
Escandell-Vidal, and Prieto (2015, 28) add flicks with eyes to such cues. Hjelle Olsen (2015, 
9) as well points out Rockwell’s (2005) facial signals of sarcasm. These typically include 
excessive motion of head, eyes, and mouth (Hjelle Olsen 2015, 9). Furthermore, González-
Fuente, Escandell-Vidal, and Prieto (2015, 28) propose special movements of eyes, and 
eyebrows, laughing, etc. as possible indicators of irony as well. Moreover, Cheang and Pell 
(2008, 377) point out that exaggerated facial expressions in general can cue sarcasm. 
Additionally, an expressionless face can be a potent signal of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour 
(Attardo et al. 2003, 244; Utsumi 2000, 1787). Besides, scornful, or pretendedly confused face, 
or laughter can also indicate that the conduct is ironic, or sarcastic (Utsumi 2000, 1787). In line 
with the distinction between irony, and sarcasm in this thesis, the same markers equally apply 
to both.  
An instance of mimicry as a viable signal of sarcasm is illustrated by example (214), 
taken from the analysed series. Michael’s utterance takes place after he is ignored by Ben, who 
had only growled at his earlier question.   
(214) MICHAEL: (expressionless face) Nice talking with you.  
Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcasm is partly cued by his mimicry. His expressionless face 
mismatches the verbal content of his utterance, meaning that he does not really believe 
that it has been nice talking to Ben. Additionally, Michael’s sarcasm is signalled by the 
contextual mismatch. Ben has not talked to Michael, but only growled at his question 
from the previous turn. Thus, the verbal content of Michael’s behaviour in this example 










Kreuz et al. (1999, 1686), and Peters and Almor (2017, 242) include prosody as a possible 
indicator of irony, and sarcasm. According to Wells (2006, 3), prosody comprises the “rhythm 
of speech” (ibid.). It is characterised by emphasis, and tone of voice, etc. (ibid.). One of the 
possible markers of sarcastic, or ironic prosody is a prominent stress (Camp 2012, 612; Carston 
and Wearing 2015, 84; Cheang and Pell 2008, 376; Kreuz et al. 1999, 1686; Utsumi 2000, 
1787). Camp (2012, 612) elaborates further on this idea. The author (ibid.) clarifies that an 
individual expression that is covered by the span of sarcasm also tends to be intonationally 
accentuated. This allows the speaker to indicate their assessment of the target (ibid.). Another 
potential prosodic cue of sarcasm, and irony is a slower talk (Carston and Wearing 2015, 84; 
Cheang and Pell 2008, 373; Utsumi 2000, 1787; Wilson 2013, 45). In addition, sarcastic, and 
ironic behaviour can also be signalled by an expressionless enunciation (Carston and Wearing 
2015, 84; Wilson 2013, 45), nasalisation (Camp 2012, 612; Utsumi 2000, 1787), or exaggerated 
prosody in general (Rankin et al. 2009, 2007).  
To further specify the nature of the tone of voice used in sarcasm, and irony, it is 
significant to expose Laval and Bert-Erboul’s (2005, 612) findings. The authors (ibid.) claim 
that several kinds of tones of voice can signal such behaviour. They explain that a person can 
use a flat voice together with expressions typically conveying excitement (ibid.). Alternatively, 
they can use an exaggeratedly excited voice when the addressee is clearly doing something the 
speaker wants to discourage (ibid.). As is clear, there is a mismatch between the tone of voice, 
and the message conveyed. Namely, saying something joyful, or pleasant with a sad, or deadpan 
voice can result in irony, or sarcasm. Note that Jacob et al.’s (2016) conclusions are in 
agreement with these findings as well. 
 Prosody, and mimicry both constitute part of one’s behaviour (Jacob et al. 2016, 1). This 
is why Culpeper’s (2011, 161) application of Sperber and Wilson’s (1986) theory to sarcastic 
mimicry could be applied to sarcastic, and ironic prosody as well. Hence, the same way as an 
individual may echo mimicry (cf. Culpeper 2011, 161), they may also echo prosody. An 
illustration of this is the example (327) from the empirical data. Note that all three elements of 





(327) ROGER: Oh, you are so selfish! Everything’s always got to be about Janey. (high-
pitched voice, as if to imitate JANEY; mocking face, and gestures that pretend to imitate 
her) Oh, my name’s Janey, and I’ve got a new boyfriend. (regular voice) Yeah, like 
anybody here gives a flying… 
 
Sarcasm. Roger’s mocking prosody, mimicry, and gestures indicate that his third 
sentence is sarcastic. He echoes Jayne’s behaviour with a disaffiliative attitude. His 
sarcastic echo consists of exaggerating prosodic, facial, and gestural properties of 
Jayne’s original behaviour. He does not echo her verbal behaviour, but rather her non-
verbal one. This way, Roger delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
  
3.2.1.3. GESTURES 
Apart from facial expressions, and prosody, sarcasm, and irony can also be indicated by 
different gestures (Kreuz et al. 1999, 1686; Utsumi 2000, 1787). These can, for example, 
include nodding (Kreuz et al. 1999, 1686), and “pointing” (Utsumi 2000, 1787). An illustration 
of the latter is provided by example (277) from the analysed series. Ben’s friends suggest that 
what he has said earlier is not true. This irritates him, and instigates him to employ the following 
sarcastic remark.  
(277) BEN: OK, yeah, fine. I must be mad, must be mad, (pretendedly crazy face) must 
be crazy. Er… (points to his head as if to suggest that he was crazy; pretendedly crazy 
face) I must have imagined the Ben Harper bit.  
Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry, and gesture reveal that he does not really believe that he has 
gone crazy. He only pretends it. Additionally, his sarcasm is generated on the basis of a 
mismatch between the first, and the second sentence. Him going crazy contrasts his 
belief that this is OK, or fine. His pretendedly crazy face also reveals that he merely 
pretends to indicate that he “must have imagined the Ben Harper bit”. This way, Ben’s 
pointing to his head, as if he was crazy, implies that he is anything but insane. This 
means that the gesture is sarcastic. Thus, it further signals his sarcasm. This allows him 
to convey criticism. Target is personal. 
Rankin et al. (2009, 2007) clarify that sarcasm, and irony can be signalled by means of 
speakers exaggerating their gestures as well. Bear in mind that Sperber and Wilson’s (1981) 
echoic treatment of irony can also apply to sarcastic, and ironic gestures. 
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3.3. RESPONSES TO IRONY, AND SARCASM 
Kotthoff (2000, 64) finds that humour needs to be adequately indicated. This is typically done 
through laughter (ibid.). Nevertheless, humour can be indicated differently as well (Holmes 
2000, 163). After all, laughter can be an ambiguous, however noticeable, marker of it (ibid.). 
This potentially unstable nature of laughter as a sound cue of humour is exposed by Sacks 
([1974] 1989, 350–351). The author (ibid.) finds that addressees may, apart from remaining 
silent, display their depreciation of humour by faking their laughter. Bell (2009, 1828) points 
out that such laughter is sarcastic. Moreover, Bell (2009, 1826) discloses Hay’s (2001) findings 
that individual’s disinterest with humour can also be conveyed through explicit messages. Bell 
(2009, 1826) explains that all these types of responses are possible reactions to other kinds of 
non-serious behaviour as well. In agreement with the distinction between irony, and sarcasm in 
this thesis, the same conclusions apply to both. An illustration of sarcastic laughter signalling 
speaker’s sarcasm is Ben’s sarcastic reply in example (222) of the empirical data. It is his 
response to Michael, and Jayne’s mockery of him immediately beforehand. Michael, Jayne, and 
Ben discuss how the children have always been afraid of their mother, Susan, and have always 
respected her. By contrast, Michael, and Jayne indicate Ben that they do not have the same 
respect for him, which is clear from their mockery of him. 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) You two have never been afraid of me, have you? 
A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals that his question is a sarcastic rhetorical 
one, and not a genuine question. Hence, Ben implies that he does not genuinely wonder 
whether his children have ever been afraid of him, or not. He knows they have never 
been scared of him. This is evident precisely from his sarcastic laughter. The latter is 
additionally cued by the clash it provides with his dissatisfaction. Ben is, obviously, not 
satisfied with the idea that his children have never been afraid of him, and have never 
respected him the same way as their mother. This is clear from the context of interaction; 
specifically, from Michael, and Jayne’s prior mockery. Thus, Ben delivers criticism. 
Target is personal. 
Eisterhold, Attardo, and Boxer (2006, 1240) point out Attardo’s (2001) “‘ironical mode 
adoption’” (quoted in ibid.) as a possible response to irony. The authors (ibid.) explain this as 
speaker’s use of irony that is itself met with addressee’s ironic behaviour. This means that the 
latter mode adopts it (ibid., 1245). Such a mode, thus, consists of a string of two, or more 
consecutive ironical turns (ibid., 1240). Hence, the addressee plays along with speaker’s 
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original irony (ibid., 1241). Nevertheless, it needs to be clarified that the target scarcely mode 
adopts such conduct (ibid., 1249). If the target is personal, the mode adoption is sarcastic.  
The possible “mode adoption” (Eisterhold, Attardo, and Boxer 2006, 1245) is pertinent 
to the thesis, since its constituent is also the addressee’s own irony, or sarcasm. The latter 
reveals their assessment of the original speaker’s irony, or sarcasm. Consequently, they disclose 
the addressee’s offence, or amusement with the prior instance of such behaviour. This can be 
accurately illustrated by example (52) from the empirical data. One of the targets (Ben) mode 
adopts the sarcastic behaviour of the original speaker (Mrs. Baker), and is amused by the latter. 
(52) MRS. BAKER: (serious to annoyed face; to the HARPERS) Could we possibly have 
some privacy? 
A sarcastic RQ. Mrs. Baker does not genuinely wonder whether they would have some 
privacy, but implies that they should be allowed a private moment. This is clear from 
her facial expression. She delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
(MICHAEL, SUSAN, and JANEY look confused, and slightly serious.) 
Michael, Susan, and Janey’s reactions signal their offence. 
BEN: Believe me, I’ve tried, but they don’t do that. (laughs) 
Sarcasm. Ben’s suggestion that his family does not allow any privacy, even when he 
asks them, implies his disappointment with them. This strongly contrasts with his 
posterior laughter. This means that his laughter is sarcastic, conveying genuine 
criticism. It is directed at his family. Since Ben’s criticism does not aim Mrs. Baker, it 
means that he is not offended by her sarcastic RQ. Hence, Ben is amused by Mrs. 
Baker’s sarcasm. He responds to Mrs. Baker’s sarcasm with sarcasm. This way, he mode 
adopts the behaviour. As indicated, it is an example of mode adoption, where a target is 








4. DOUBLE NATURE OF HUMOUR 
 
4.1. AMBIGUITY OF HUMOUR: IRONY, AND SARCASM 
Martin (2007, XV) clarifies that humour can pursue a variety of important objectives in one’s 
interaction with others, despite its comicalness. This is possible precisely due to its significance 
as a survival mechanism (ibid., 4). The reason for such diversity of humour in communication 
could be found in Martin’s (2007, 117) conclusions. The author (ibid.) clarifies that interactants 
can use it to explore one another’s views, opinions, beliefs, and attitudes towards particular 
topics. This is feasible because the speaker can partially reveal their own attitude towards the 
topic via humorous observations about it. They are able to reject their stand on the issue 
afterwards, should the interlocutor disagree with it (ibid.). This way, collocutor’s stance on the 
issue is unveiled as well (ibid.). This is consistent with Lockyer’s (2001, 21) point that humour 
can be used as a tool for handling aggravating, or problematic issues.  
Martin (2007, 17) explains humour’s convenience for dealing with particularly unsafe 
topics. He suggests that humour consist of expressions of conflicting thoughts. This is why it is 
an improved alternative to serious communication (ibid.). The author (ibid., 114) explains this 
through Mulkay’s (1988) theory. Martin (ibid.) clarifies that, in line with the theory, individuals 
slide between two distinct forms of interaction: “serious” (ibid.), and “humorous” (ibid.). 
Namely, when interlocutors interact in a serious manner, they tend to evade inconsistencies that 
might arise from their divergent perspectives on reality (ibid.). This occurs apart from them 
remaining logically uniform (ibid.). Humour, hence, functions as a means of accepting, and 
praising the inconsistencies, and oppositions among interlocutors’ beliefs (ibid., 115). This 
way, interlocutors that share a close social relationship (e.g. partners) can discuss topics from 
which their opinion dissents heavily precisely through humour (ibid.).  
Lockyer (2001, 31), and Martin (2007, 120) provide the main reason why humour can 
be used in the discussion of taboo topics. This is speaker’s reduced accountability for their 
behaviour, whilst using humour (ibid.). Such nature of humour is enabled precisely because of 
the following reasons. Namely, humour can occasionally blur the line between the seriousness, 
and non-seriousness of the proposition expressed (Lockyer 2001, 21). This way, it can veil the 
true intended message the speaker wants to communicate (Lockyer 2001, 4; Martin 2007, 21). 
This can be done through an exaggeration, or misrepresentation of an issue that conceals an 
element of truth in itself (Martin 2007, 21). Consequently, speakers can make their 
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communicative intent vague (Lockyer 2001, 4; Martin 2007, 120). Hence, the addressee is left 
with various possible interpretations of the latter (Martin 2007, 120). This way, they experience 
difficulties with recognising speaker’s communicative intentions (Lockyer 2001, 4). Sometimes 
the addressee does, in fact, fail to recognise the hidden intent (ibid., 29). This can result in a 
misunderstanding (ibid.). Even if the collocutor identifies speaker’s jocular intent, they can still 
feel offended (ibid.). This is because they do not necessarily comply with speaker’s claim that 
their behaviour should be construed as comical, and nothing more (ibid.). As a result, the 
following can be concluded. Speaker’s vague intent, and the subsequent reduced responsibility 
are directly related to distinct perceptions of humour. The latter is discussed in the next 
subchapter. 
Since irony, and sarcasm are types of (aggressive) humour (Lockyer 2001, 22), the same 
ambiguity, and speaker’s resultant diminished responsibility equally apply to them. This is 
further supported by Martin (2007, 120). Lockyer (2001, 22) finds these characteristics are even 
more pertinent precisely to the so-called “conflict humour” (ibid.). Namely, irony, and sarcasm 
(ibid.). The author (ibid.) clarifies this by relying on Freud’s (1976) theory. According to it, 
such humour enables the speaker to relieve their internal pressure, or discomfort (ibid.). This 
way, it can be perceived as serious (ibid.). Therefore, precisely due to this nature, aggressive 
humour (i.e. irony, and sarcasm) can carry greater potential for causing offence. Speakers can 
mitigate the potential affront caused by their use of irony, and sarcasm by clarifying to the 
addressee that their behaviour should be taken in jest (Lockyer 2001, 29). In agreement with 
this, also Martin (2007, 125) argues that the very humorous context itself suggests that the 
behaviour should not be taken seriously. Hence, interactants would adopt a frivolous posture 
towards the performed behaviour, and would refrain from regarding it as serious (Lönroth 2013, 
27; Martin 2007, 125). 
To understand the ambiguous nature of humour, and its consequences on the 
interpersonal communication, consider Skalicky, Berger, and Bell’s (2015, 22) findings. The 
authors (ibid.) claim that there are four distinct goals that the expression “just kidding” (ibid.), 
and similar expressions can obtain in an interaction. These can allow the speaker to employ 
denials to prevent negative responses from the addressee (ibid., 23). Alternatively, they can 
serve the speaker to compensate for unsuccessful humour by claiming that their earlier 
behaviour should be understood as humorous (ibid., 25). Such expressions can also enable 
speakers to attempt to switch to non-humorous communication after the failed tease (ibid., 26). 
Lastly, they can enable them to construe a new instance of banter through overturning the 
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addressee’s anticipations, and prolong the prior tease (ibid., 27). These findings are in resonance 
with Lockyer’s (2001), and Martin’s (2007) conclusions on the double nature of humour. As 
irony, and sarcasm are types of humour as well, Skalicky, Berger, and Bell’s (2015) conclusions 
also concern ironic, and sarcastic conduct. The authors (ibid., 21) explain that their findings 
may also relate to instances of banter. Consequently, they can be applicable to certain cases of 
irony, and sarcasm when these function as banter. To better understand the analysis below, it 
needs to be pointed out that such use of irony, and sarcasm is meant to afford addressee 
amusement, not offence. Note that this function is discussed in detail in subchapter 4.3.1.1. An 
illustration of a use of the expression “only joking” is provided in example (186) from the 
analysed series. It is an instance of failed banter, concretised through sarcasm. Alfie, who is a 
Welsh man living with the Harpers, employs sarcastic behaviour to affiliate with Ben. Since it 
fails, Alfie states that he was “only joking”.   
(186) ALFIE: Ah, that’s better. (deadpan face, to BEN) You touch that truck, Mr. 
Harper, and you’ll be out this window quicker than you can say 
Llanfairpwllgwyngyllgogerychwyrndrobwllllantysiliogogogoch! 
Sarcasm. Alfie’s mimicry (i.e. deadpan face) signals that his second sentence is 
sarcastic. Thus, Alfie does not genuinely suggest that he will throw Ben out of the 
window, provided Ben removes the truck from the shelf. He merely pretends to warn 
him about his potential course of action. This way, Alfie conveys criticism. Target is 
personal. 
BEN: (annoyed face) Out.  
Ben’s mimicry signals his offence. 
ALFIE: I was only joking. 
Alfie’s reaction further highlights that he was not sincere (or serious). His verbal 
behaviour illustrates speaker’s use of the expression “only joking” to compensate for 
unsuccessful humour. The latter is concretised through sarcasm as banter. Alfie uses the 
expression to claim that his earlier behaviour should be understood as jocular. Namely, 





4.2. DISTINCT PERCEPTIONS, AND DOUBLE NATURE OF HUMOUR: IRONY, 
AND SARCASM 
 
Palmer (1994, 5) argues that humour is certainly a delicate matter, and it can cause “comic 
failure” (ibid.). The author (ibid., 167) explains this by pointing out that “one person’s humour 
is another person’s offensiveness” (ibid.). Namely, individuals have distinct perceptions as to 
what constitutes offensive behaviour, and what still counts as acceptable (Bowes and Katz 
2011, 227; Haugh and Bousfield 2012, 1100; Kuipers 2000, 158; Lockyer 2001, 5). The latter 
results in an affront (Lockyer 2001, 6). Therefore, an individual may feel offended when other 
people’s behaviours do not meet their prospects (Tayebi 2016, 15). This can have a compelling 
impact on the interpersonal relationship between the speaker, and the addressee (ibid.). Since 
irony, and sarcasm constitute humour (cf. Lockyer 2001), the same varying perception, and its 
influence are characteristic of them.  
To explain exactly what influences the perception of humour on the premise offence–
amusement, Palmer (1994. 164) provides three fundamental factors. Keep in mind that the same 
factors apply to irony, and sarcasm. These comprise the representation/reality distinction, the 
type of social bond among interlocutors, and the context (ibid., 164). In reference to the first 
factor, the author (ibid., 172) explains that humour takes place at the level of representation. If 
it slides into reality; however, it supposes genuine results for the addressee (ibid.). 
Consequently, it can offend them (ibid.). Martin’s (2007) findings on the ambiguous nature of 
humour are congruent with this as well. Furthermore, Martin’s (2007), and Lockyer’s (2001) 
findings on the potential camouflaging nature of humour are congruent with Palmer’s (1994) 
representation/reality distinction.   
The next important factor is the type of social bond existent between the speaker, and 
the addressee (Palmer 1994, 164). This can neatly be explained through La Fave’s (1972, 198) 
theory. An addressee is able to perceive humour as amusing when it mocks an entity they find 
unpleasant, or when it reinforces the value of the entity they find enjoyable (ibid.). Such humour 
stresses the social bond between interlocutors (Lockyer 2001, 24). La Fave’s (1972) findings 
could be explained through Ferguson, and Ford’s (2008, 283) “disparagement humor” as well. 
The latter tries to evoke entertainment by downgrading, diminishing, or discrediting the target 
(ibid.). Conversely, the collocutor can perceive humour as offensive when it ridicules entities 
they affiliate with (La Fave 1972, 198; Palmer 1994, 4), or diminishes the value of those they 
find disagreeable (La Fave 1972, 198). This is connected to Colston’s (2002, 115–117) findings 
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on two distinct ways irony (and sarcasm) influence the degree of expressed criticism. Namely, 
when the observer of the ironic utterance is not influenced by the negative behaviour, they 
perceive it as more criticising, and negative than their sincere counterparts (ibid., 117). This is 
because of the stronger mismatch produced (ibid., 115).  
The last factor influencing the interpretation of a humour as either entertaining, or 
offensive, is the context in which such a behaviour occurs (Douglas 1968, 366). Palmer (1994, 
12) points out that this context is socio-culturally conditioned. He explains that both the 
societies, and individuals themselves have certain norms that legitimise, and permit the use of 
humour amongst one another in different contexts (ibid.). Thus, humour is an act of 
communication, typically involving at least two interactants (Ermida 2008, 35). This way, it is 
dynamic in nature (ibid., 115). The author (ibid., 133) clarifies this by emphasising that humour 
depends on the interpersonal relationship between interactants. Since irony, and sarcasm are 
types of humour (cf. Lockyer 2001), all these traits equally apply to them as well.  
 
4.3. EXPLAINING THE DOUBLE NATURE OF HUMOUR  
The distinct perceptions of humour in terms of its amusement, or offensiveness are directly 
related to its double nature, exposed by Martin (2007, 4–5). The latter can be explained in the 
following way.  
When humour is accepted by the collocutor (Fine 1983, 175), it reinforces solidarity, 
and closeness of the social bond amongst interactants (Fine 1983, 175; Kotthoff 1996, 301; 
Martin 2007, 4–5). This way, it emphasises the in-groupness of interlocutors (Martin 2007, 4–
5). By decreasing distance amongst interactants, it establishes affinity among them, and creates 
a trustworthy setting necessary for communication to continue (Nieto Álvaro 2011, 17). Hence, 
it results in “social convergence” (Kotthoff 1996, 301). Martin (2007, 114) explains that, in line 
with Michelle Shiota et al. (2004), the resultant harmony can especially appeal to the mutually 
shared pleasures among interlocutors. This side of humour is related to Martin et al.’s (2003, 
52) “affiliative”, or Alexander’s (1997, 9) “benevolent” humour. Such humour aims at 
entertaining the interactants, and enhancing solidarity among them (ibid.). It is amiable, and the 
possible hostility that may arise is merely fake, and not serious (Dynel 2013, 30).  
Alternatively, when it is rejected by the addressee (Fine 1983, 175), it undermines the 
interpersonal relationship (Fine 1983, 175: Martin 2007, 5). This way, it suspends the addressee 
from a group by enhancing the interlocutor’s inequality regarding a particular aspect of their 
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social position (Kotthoff 1996, 301; Martin 2007, 5). Thus, it enhances power, and can be used 
coercively (ibid., 18). When it threatens a relationship, it, naturally, produces dispute (Fine 
1983, 175). It effects in “social divergence” (Kotthoff 1996, 301). Such cases concern Dynel’s 
(2013, 30) “disaffiliative”, or Alexander’s (1997, 9) “malevolent” humour. This type of humour 
is intended to attack the addressee, and cause damage to them (ibid.). This means that it is 
genuinely hostile towards the target (Dynel 2013, 30). It is meant to deride it in order to entertain 
individuals other than the target (ibid.). 
To sum up, humour can assume various functions in interpersonal relationships among 
interlocutors (Martin 2007, 124–125). It can span from friendly to adverse (ibid., 125). Hence, 
it complexly affects human conduct (ibid., 113). This is consistent with its double nature. 
Furthermore, Alexander (1997, 9) explains that his division of humour concerns speaker’s 
communicative intent. Thus, the congruence that exists between the latter, and the general 
properties of the double nature of humour serve as an additional link between the two. 
 
4.3.1. DOUBLE NATURE IN IRONY AND SARCASM 
Since irony, and sarcasm are aggressive types of humour (cf. Lockyer 2001), the double nature 
typical for humorous behaviour also applies to them. This way, while irony expresses criticism, 
it can be perceived as entertaining as well (Kiss 2015, 329). The author (ibid., 330) extends this 
idea by exposing Attardo’s (2001) findings that both irony, and sarcasm may provide 
amusement. Irony is more closely related to it than sarcasm (ibid.). Nonetheless, as found by 
Dynel (2014, 619), irony is not necessarily amusing either. These conclusions are consistent 
with Martin’s (2007) theory on the double nature of irony, and sarcasm.  
In line with its double nature, sarcasm can enhance solidarity, and in-groupness of 
interlocutors (Anolli, Infantino and Ciceri 2001, 150; Bell 2009, 1832; Ducharme 1994, 52; 
Norrick 1994, 409; O’Callaghan 2014, 47). Thus, it can mark off limits between tolerable, and 
intolerable conduct among interactants, and restrict the violation of norms (Ducharme 1994, 
52).Conversely, it can express irritation, and criticism towards the target (O’Callaghan 2014, 
47). Nevertheless, it can still avoid being excessively adverse (ibid.), and cause even greater 
offence. Nonetheless, sarcasm can weaken social bonds among interlocutors, and produce harm 
to the addressee (Bowes and Katz 2011, 227–228; Huang, Gino and Galinsky 2015, 162; 
Norrick 1994, 411). This can result in a discord (Huang, Gino and Galinsky 2015, 163). The 
reason for this can be a frequent conveyance of vicious disdain towards the target (ibid., 162). 
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This is related to Martin et al.’ (2003, 59) inclusion of sarcasm into the realm of “hostile 
humour” (ibid.). This function of sarcasm is illustrated by example (112) from the analysis.  
  (112) BEN: (pretendedly believing face) And we’re paying for them all, apparently! 
Sarcasm. He does not genuinely believe what Susan has said about Zelda. Thus, he 
merely pretends to embrace the idea of Zelda being “the seventh daughter of a seventh 
daughter”. This is evident from his claim that they are paying for them all. It is further 
cued by his facial expression. This way, he conveys additional criticism. Since he only 
pretends to believe that they are paying for all of them, it indicates that he does not 
genuinely believe this. Instead, Ben suggests that it seems as if they were paying for all 
of them, because the costs of Zelda’s services are so high. Hence, he conveys criticism. 
Target is personal. 
SUSAN: (upset face) Look… I live with you, day in, day out, and if I want to spend a 
little time with someone who paints a slightly less bleak picture of the future, then I 
damn well will. 
Susan feels offended by Ben’s sarcasm. This is signalled both by her mimicry, and the 
verbal content of her utterance. 
Weizman (2008, 76) claims that irony enables interactants to situate themselves, and 
their collocutors within a “social sphere” (ibid.). In relation to this, irony can either convey 
denunciation (Ajtony 2010, 249; Norrick 1994, 411; Nuolijärvi and Tiittula 2011, 574), or 
reinforce harmony between interlocutors (Anolli, Infantino and Ciceri 2001, 150; Bell 2009, 
1832; Norrick 1994, 411; Nuolijärvi and Tiittula 2011, 574). This depends on the nature of the 
social relationship between them, the context, and its target (Nuolijärvi and Tiittula 2011, 574). 
Positioning oneself within a social community can, of course, be achieved by means of either 
enhancing, or aggravating the social bond amongst interlocutors. Hence, Nuolijärvi and 
Tiittula’s (2011) idea is also consistent with the very essence of the double nature of irony, and 
sarcasm. The authors’ (ibid.) target is, naturally, related to entities the addressee finds 
(un)pleasant. By analogy in this thesis, Nuolijärvi and Tiittula’s (2011) findings equally apply 
to sarcasm. At this point, it is necessary to highlight that sarcasm is typically more aggressive 
than irony (Barbe 1995, 28; Gibbs 2000, 17; Glenwright and Pexman 2010, 432; Nieto Álvaro 
2011, 25). This is why sarcasm that delivers genuine criticism toward the addressee should be 
used more sparsely (Gibbs 2000, 9). Even if such criticism is commonly employed among 
interactants (ibid.).  
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Nevertheless, both irony, and sarcasm are commonly employed by interactants that 
share a close social relationship (Gibbs 1994, 375). In addition, Boylan and Katz (2013, 
199/203) find that sarcastic, and ironic criticism can be perceived as more entertaining than 
direct criticism (ibid.). Huang, Gino and Galinsky (2015, 163) explain these findings by 
pointing out that sarcasm may be used by interactants to convey positive attitudes towards the 
target as well. As the authors (ibid.) imply, this is possible, because sarcasm tends to express 
dissatisfaction, disregard, and disdain through humour. This is also related to Utsumi’s (2000, 
1783n3) idea of sarcasm, and irony conveying either serious, or jocular criticism. Speaker’s 
potential positive disposition conveyed through sarcasm can be linked to Huang, Gino and 
Galinsky’s (2015, 163) suggestion that sarcasm may function as teasing. In line with the 
definitions of irony, and sarcasm in this thesis, these characteristics equally apply to irony.  
Boylan and Katz’s (2013, 199/203) conclusions are consistent with Toplak and Katz’s 
(2000, 1482) claim. The authors (ibid.) emphasise that addressees can find sarcastic behaviour 
amusing. This is illustrated by example (5), taken from the analysis in the thesis. The addressee 
(Roger) feels entertained by speaker’s (Ben’s) sarcasm.   
(5) BEN: (deadpan face) You got a search warrant?  
Sarcasm. A sarcastic rhetorical question (RQ). Ben, and Roger are friends, and Ben 
knows Roger is not there on duty. Thus, he knows Roger has just stopped by at his 
house, as he commonly does. Ben’s facial expression additionally signals that he does 
not genuinely wonder whether Roger has got a search warrant. Instead, he implies that 
Roger has not got it, and conveys criticism. Target is personal. 
ROGER and ABI: (laugh) No. 
Roger’s laughter indicates that he feels amused, not offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ. 
Colston (1997, 30/33) points out that interlocutors who employ sarcasm in an interaction 
are normally completely conscious of its detrimental character. In line with this, Huang, Gino, 
and Galinsky (2015, 163) highlight that the most discernible effect that may be produced by 
sarcastic behaviour is an “interpersonal conflict” (ibid.). Jehn and Mannix (2001, 238) define it 
as interactants’ mutual “awareness of interpersonal incompatibilities” (ibid.). As such it is 
directly related to one’s emotions (ibid.). In agreement with this, Bowes and Katz (2011, 227–
228) find that it is possible for sarcasm to decrease interlocutors’ positive state of mind, 
especially the addressees’, or the targets’. This intensifies the negative atmosphere among them 
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(ibid.). On the other hand, Huang, Gino and Galinsky (2015, 164) point out that Dews, Kaplan 
and Winner (1995) argue that positive attitudes of all interlocutors escalate through sarcasm.  
 
4.3.1.1. BANTER-LIKE NATURE OF IRONY, AND SARCASM 
This thesis does not focus on banter as such. Nevertheless, it is important to relate certain 
components of it to irony, and sarcasm. The following subchapter, thus, discusses the link 
between irony, and sarcasm, on the one side, and banter, on the other. To explain the banter-
like nature of irony, and sarcasm, it is first crucial to emphasise that a possible way to convey 
solidarity is by employing a tease (Antaki 1998, 79–80; Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 282; 
Haiman 1998, 84). This can be achieved through irony (Alvarado Ortega 2013, 602; Dynel 
2014, 626; Haiman 1998, 84). Following the distinction between irony, and sarcasm in this 
thesis, the same applies to sarcasm. This point is consistent with Gibbs’ (2000, 8) findings that 
sarcasm as well can be used as banter. Therefore, all these conclusions relate the function of 
banter to the harmony-enhancing nature of irony, and sarcasm. Naturally, in instances when 
such properties are present in the two types of humour. In other words, when irony, and sarcasm 
are employed by speakers as part of benevolent humour (cf. Alexander 1997), they can obtain 
the banter-like nature.  
These conclusions could be explained by Apter’s (1982) findings, exposed by Lampert 
and Ervin-Tripp (2006, 53). Namely, for humour to establish affinity among interlocutors, the 
following condition needs to be fulfilled (ibid.). The speaker needs to be capable of judging 
their behaviour as being more prone to be taken in jest, rather than be perceived as a serious 
observation by the addressee (ibid.). The reinforcement of solidarity contained in such cases of 
sarcasm, and irony is also linked to the latter targeting entities the addressee deems disagreeable 
(cf. La Fave 1972). Another idea related to harnessing solidarity among interlocutors, and 
bringing them closer is disclosed by Martin (2007, 125). The author (ibid.) claims that, due to 
the unsuitableness of banter in distant relationships, teasing can advance “an acquaintanceship 
to a more intimate level of friendship” (ibid.). Thus, the same nature can sometimes be 
attributed to irony, and sarcasm as well. 
To better understand the relationship between irony, and sarcasm, on the one hand, and 
banter, on the other, it is important to provide the definition of the latter. Namely, banter consists 
of a combination of faked aggression, and genuine camaraderie (Drew 1987, 243/248; 
Radcliffe-Brown 1940, 196). It is always formulated within the constraints of jocularity (Drew 
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1987, 243/248). In agreement with these findings, Keltner et al. (2001, 234) point out that 
teasing comprises both intrusive, and joking conduct. Namely, it has a bewildering, and 
conflicting character (Sinkeviciute 2013, 264). The fact that banter is restricted to jocular 
behaviour relates it to the positive (i.e. solidarity-enhancing) properties.  
To further account for such possible character of irony, and sarcasm, it is noteworthy to 
consider Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s (2006, 53–55) findings. Namely, teasing is a typical 
instance of humour, itself defined as imaginary relevance (ibid.). Along these lines, the authors 
(ibid., 55) explain that “prosocial teasing” (ibid.) consists of the interactants’ understanding of 
the behaviour as hardly any, or completely non-serious. It is marked by their need to be prone 
to amuse the falseness stemming from imaginary relevance of the behaviour (ibid.). This 
implies that speakers (who are, obviously, interactants as well) use this type of humour to 
entertain both themselves, and the addressees. Thus, such humour is not intended to harm the 
latter. It is meant to enhance solidarity, and closeness amongst interlocutors (cf. Nieto Álvaro 
2011). Thus, it is clear that Lampert and Ervin-Tripp’s (2006) conclusions further support the 
idea of the banter-like nature of irony, and sarcasm when they are meant to amuse the addressee. 
This way, they intend to strengthen the social bonds amongst interlocutors. Note that other 
authors’ (cf. e.g. Alvarado Ortega 2013, Dynel 2014) conclusions are consistent with this.  
Nevertheless, Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006, 55) allude to the content of a tease as 
well. In relation to this, the following needs to be pointed out. Apart from the closeness-
establishing force of banter, the latter can include concealed intimidation as well (Holmes 2000, 
177–178; Kotthoff 1996, 299). Namely, interlocutors are able to camouflage real criticism 
directed at targets precisely through banter (Haugh and Bousfield 2012, 1100; Sinkeviciute 
2013, 263). This is congruent with Keltner et al.’s (1998, 1243) claim that banter can comprise 
criticism aimed at the target’s aberrance, or wishes to alter a particular aspect of the target. 
Needless to say, this can cause offence to the addressee. This is closely related to the idea of 
conveying speaker’s negative assessment of the target, which is typical of irony, and sarcasm 
(cf. Utsumi 2000, Gibbs 2012, etc.). Furthermore, banter can comprise various degrees of 
intensity, or aggressiveness (Boxer and Cortés-Conde 1997, 276; Haugh and Bousfield 2012, 
1100). The same idea is exposed by Colston (2002) in relation to irony, and sarcasm. Bear in 
mind that all these traits further support the idea of the possible banter-like nature of irony, and 
sarcasm. In cases of actual criticism, addressees can either respond to banter in a non-humorous 
way, or refuse it altogether (Sinkeviciute 2013, 263). 
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This is why, as explained by Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006, 55), speakers should be 
careful with conveying negative presumptions to the addressee while using banter (ibid.). This 
is because the mere display of these presuppositions about others – and about the speakers 
themselves – could imply at least a tinge of seriousness, despite the humorous framework 
(ibid.). This can occur especially when they are repeated, and, thus, enhanced (ibid.). The 
authors (ibid.) further clarify that such teasing is even more dangerous among interactants that 
do not share a relationship close, or intimate enough. In such a case, negative observations 
directed towards particular addressees could result in their perception of the tease as a real 
affront (ibid.). Namely, teasing, even if well-intended by the speaker, can be regarded in distinct 
ways by their collocutors (Keltner et al. 1998, 1238; Sinkeviciute 2013, 263). These may, and 
do have varying assessments of the behaviour (Sinkeviciute 2013, 263). Resultantly, a 
discrepancy between the intents of the one who teases, and the target’s conception of the tease 
is created (Keltner et al. 1998, 1233). An illustration of this can be observed in the following 
example. It constitutes Susan’s sarcastic reply to Ben’s sarcasm in instance (156) of the 
analysed data. Ben and Susan discuss a fortune-teller’s prediction that Ben would die soon after 
their discussion that evening. Already earlier in the episode, Ben and Susan doubt that the 
prediction would come true. This is the reason why Ben criticises the fortune-teller. To 
substantiate his criticism, he states that he will miss The Sopranos (as he will die). Susan’s 
sarcastic comment below is the immediate response to this.   
SUSAN: (slightly smiles) I’ll record it for you.  
Sarcasm. Susan does not sincerely think that she needs to record The Sopranos, as she 
does not actually believe Ben will die. This is evident from her mimicry, as well as from 
her earlier conversations with Ben on the matter. Hence, Susan merely pretends that she 
will record the show for Ben. She knows in case Ben really died he could not watch the 
show anyway. This is an additional argument for the futility of her actually recording 
the show. It also substantiates her subsequent disbelief that she would really do it. A 
further marker of her sarcasm is her smile. The latter, apart from disclosing her disbelief 
at the idea of Ben dying that evening, also indicates her playfulness. Thus, it signals her 
jocular mockery of Ben. This means that she uses sarcasm as banter. Target is personal. 
(BEN chuckles sarcastically, and looks a bit upset.) 
Ben’s sarcastic chuckle indicates sarcasm. Together with a slightly upset face it implies 
that he feels offended by Susan’s sarcastic remark. As is evident, despite Susan using 
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sarcasm in a playful manner, i.e. as banter, Ben’s assessment of the behaviour differs 
from hers. This results in Ben being insulted, rather than entertained by Susan.  
Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006, 56) clarify that there are two main reasons why humour 
tends to elicit a more inimical perception. These are the public disclosure of sensitive matters, 
and a (humorous) behaviour that does not overtly signal jocularity (ibid.). Conversely, when 
humour concerns irrelevant, or refusable traits of the target, it is generally liable to be perceived 
as more amicable, and favourable by the collocutors (ibid.). The same is true when humour is 
performed in jocular circumstances, and includes joke-signalling indicators (including 
prosody). Or practically anything alluding to its jocular nature (ibid.). These findings are based 
on speaker’s employment of banter in interaction (ibid.). Thus, banter is related both to hostility, 
and to harmony (Norrick 1994, 409). This alludes to its double nature. Since irony, and sarcasm 
may function as banter, Lampert and Ervin-Tripp (2006, 56) conclusions are sometimes 
pertinent to them as well. This is an additional support for the occasional banter-like character 
of sarcasm, and irony.   
Haugh and Bousfield (2012, 1105) point out that addressee’s responses to banter are 
very important. Drew (1987, 223–225) finds that there are distinct types of responses addresses 
can give to acknowledge banter as playful, and, hence, amusing. Namely, the addressee can 
laugh, or explicitly convey agreement with, or admiration of the tease (ibid.). Alternatively, 
they can partially recur with banter (ibid.). What is relevant for this thesis is the fact that irony, 
and sarcasm may function as banter. Consequently, when they obtain this function in 












There are four hypotheses that are focused on in this thesis. Needless to say, all of them refer 
exclusively to the analysed series, My Family, season 8. Each hypothesis is followed by an 
explanation of the reason(s) why it has been formulated. 
 
• H1: The addressees’ reactions to most instances of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour in the 
analysed series are revealed, and, thus, open to examination. In the remaining instances, 
addressees’ responses are either not displayed in the video, or the addressee is not a 
person. 
Explanation: 
The movie discourse is scripted, and intended for the audience to understand (cf. Brock 
2016, and Dynel 2016). Thus, it is presumed that the addressees’ reactions to irony, and 
sarcasm are normally revealed in the video as well. Apart from this, the addressee of 
irony, or sarcasm, may also be non-human. This is further explained in the methodology 
of the thesis. If this occurs in the analysed series, it is treated the same way as if the 
addressee’s response was not displayed in the video.  
 
• H2: There are more instances of sarcastic than ironic behaviour in the analysed series.  
Explanation: 
Parrot Analytics (2018, par. 13–14) provides survey data that British audience prefer 
sarcasm to irony while watching British TV comedies. Therefore, the second hypothesis 
is based on the following grounds. Firstly, the analysed series is a British sitcom as well. 
Secondly, it is presumed that it is, hence, influenced by the British market.   
 
• H3: Sarcasm in most cases causes offence to the addressee; otherwise it amuses them. 
Explanation: 
Glenwright and Pexman (2010, 432) find that due to the fact that sarcasm aims targets 
that are human beings, the criticism, or mockery takes place at a more personal level. 
This means that an aspect of target’s personality, or performed action can be excoriated 
(ibid.). This results in greater chances of construing speaker’s negative evaluation as 
harsher, and thus more offensive, than in cases of irony (ibid.). In other words, sarcasm 
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is typically perceived as more offensive than irony. This is directly related to sarcasm 
typically being more aggressive than irony. The latter is highlighted by several other 
authors (Barbe 1995, 28; Gibbs 2000 17; Nieto Álvaro’s 2011, 25) as well.  
 
• H4: Irony in most cases results in entertaining the addressee; otherwise it offends them. 
Explanation: 
According to Kiss (2015, 530), Attardo (2001) asserts that irony, and sarcasm can both 
entertain the addressee. Nevertheless, irony typically has a greater potential to generate 
these positive effects for the addressee than sarcasm (ibid.).  
 
6. METHODOLOGY 
The empirical part of this thesis encompasses the analysis of the examples of ironic, and 
sarcastic behaviour of characters in the British humorous series My Family (2008). The video 
used for the analysis covers all seven episodes of the eighth season of the series. The length of 
each episode varies slightly, ranging from around 28, and a half to 29, and a half minutes per 
episode, approximately. Thus, there are roughly 202 minutes of the entire video material 
transcribed, and analysed. The original DVD video is used for the transcription. The analysis 
consists of two parts. The first part identifies instances of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour. The 
second one examines whether such conduct causes offence to the addressee, or amuses them.  
In order to carry out the analysis, first all the characters’ talk is transcribed. This includes 
all their utterances. Additionally, when deemed necessary, also certain non-verbal language 
(mimicry, prosody, and gestures) are include in the transcription. In other words, these are 
incorporated into the transcribed text only in instances where they are pertinent to the analysis 
in the thesis. Namely, when they either signal irony, or sarcasm. This means, when they either 
function as the crucial, or very noticeable, and important indicator of ironic, or sarcastic 
behaviour. Furthermore, non-verbal cues are included in the transcription when they disclose 
other data relevant to the analysis. There are two types of such data. The first one is the display 
of the addressee’s reaction to an instance of irony, or sarcasm. Namely, non-verbal cues reveal 
collocutor’s offence, or amusement. The second kind of data disclosed by non-verbal cues 
concerns signalling the nature of speaker’s criticism, or mockery. The cues can sometimes 
signal whether speaker’s negative disposition towards the target is serious, or jocular. Hence, 
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their inclusion is relevant to the analysis only in a limited number of instances. Especially, since 
the analysis focuses on the use of irony, and sarcasm, irrespectively of the type of criticism 
(serious, or jocular) that is conveyed. Nevertheless, there are instances where such a distinction 
needs to be made. These concern cases where addressee’s replies to sarcasm, and irony, are 
themselves sarcastic, or ironic. This is because jocular criticism on their part discloses 
addressee’s amusement with the previous speaker’s sarcasm, or irony. Contrary to this, 
addressee’s use of irony, or sarcasm that conveys a serious negative disposition reveals that 
they feel offended by the prior speaker’s irony, or sarcasm.  
Moreover, as the analysis does not distinguish between the target, and the addressee, the 
former is normally not specified. Therefore, the analysis only specifies whether the target is 
personal (i.e. a human being), or not (i.e. a non-human being, or entity). Bear in mind that the 
former signals sarcasm; whereas, the latter irony (cf. Glenwright and Pexman 2010). However, 
there are special instances when the exact target is identified in the analysis. This occurs when 
such a determination needs to be made, because it is relevant to the examination. Namely, 
target–addressee distinction is made only when the addressee’s sarcastic, or ironic response 
with its negative evaluation targets an entity other than the original speaker. This is because this 
way, the addressee directs their own criticism, or mockery at someone, or something other than 
the previous speaker. This, in turn, suggests that former is not offended by the latter’s sarcasm, 
or irony. Additionally, it needs to be emphasised that, in such cases, the nature of the negative 
evaluation (serious, or jocular) expressed is irrelevant. This premise is based upon the idea that, 
in these instances, the addressees’ sarcastic, or ironic replies do not criticise, or mock the 
previous speaker back. Instead, the collocutor conveys negative assessment of a distinct entity. 
Hence, such criticism does not display their negative reaction toward the prior speaker. This 
means that it cannot indicate that they have been offended by the latter either. An illustration 
of this is example (52) from the analysed series. Ben’s sarcastic comment does not aim the 
original sarcastic speaker (Mrs. Baker), but another target. This reveals that Ben has been 
amused, not offended, by Mrs. Baker’s sarcastic RQ. The same instance of sarcastic behaviour 
also exemplifies the situation where it is necessary to distinguish between the target, and the 
addressee of sarcasm, and irony. As the same example also depicts sarcastic “mode adoption” 
(cf. Eisterhold, Attardo, and Boxer 2006), it is included in the theory above.  
Conversely, sometimes addressee’s sarcastic, or ironic response to the prior speaker’s 
sarcasm, or irony is directed towards the original speaker. This means that the target, and the 
original speaker coincide. This way, the addressee’s reaction is revealed in the following 
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manner. Provided the nature of criticism is serious, they deliver real criticism toward the prior 
speaker. This means that they are offended by the original speaker’s sarcasm, or irony. 
However, if the collocutor’s criticism is jocular, it discloses the addressee’s own amusement 
with the original speaker’s sarcasm, or irony. In such cases, it is also the addressee’s reaction 
that is signalled through their own sarcasm, or irony. Consequently, the distinction between 
serious, and jocular criticism is relevant to the analysis. This means that the latter includes this 
information as well. An illustration of this can be observed in Susan’s sarcastic reply to Ben’s 
sarcasm in example (199), provided below.   
In addition to non-verbal cues pertinent to the analysis, the transcribed text occasionally 
includes certain contextual elements (setting, time, etc.) as well. These are included only when 
believed to be necessary for a better understanding of the interaction amongst characters. 
Especially, if these contextual cues are important for the analysis. For instance, to identify irony, 
or sarcasm, or the addressee’s reaction to them. All characters’ non-verbal conduct, and 
contextual elements, or descriptions are written in italics, and within parentheses. The 
characters’ shouting is written in block capitals. Additionally, expressions that are emphatically 
pronounced, and relevant to the analysis, are written in italics as well.  
 Furthermore, to specify whether the addressee has been offended, or amused, their 
verbal, non-verbal, or – if necessary – contextual cues signalling their emotional stance are 
considered. As a result, they are included in the transcription. Their reactions to irony, or 
sarcasm are classified in two opposing categories in the analysis: amusement, and offence. 
When the addressee does not display the former, it is believed that they are offended, and 
analysed as such. The following is the clarification of the reasoning behind this. Irony, and 
sarcasm that do not generate positive feelings from the addressee, do not suppose any positive 
effects on speaker–addressee relationship. Hence, they neither harness solidarity, nor affiliate 
the addressee with the speaker’s behaviour, or personality. Therefore, there is certain negativity 
present in the eyes of the addressee. This means that such instances of irony, and sarcasm do 
not enhance the interpersonal relationship, and bring the addressee closer to the speaker. 
Namely, such behaviour supposes certain negative, or non-positive, effects on the addressee, 
and, resultantly, on the relationship amongst interactants. This suggests that these instances of 
irony, and sarcasm produce a disparagement of the interpersonal bond. Consequently, the 
addressee does not affiliate with the speaker, resulting in the distancing from the latter. This 
results in “social divergence” (Kotthoff 1996, 301). Accordingly, the addressee feels, at least 
to an extent, offended by speaker’s irony, or sarcasm. This implies that any type of addressee’s 
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response that lacks a display of positive emotions (i.e. feeling entertained), is believed to be 
indicative of their offence. The latter, thus, concern cases where they remain indifferent as well. 
This reasoning is consistent with the theoretical treatment of the double nature of irony, and 
sarcasm. Namely, these types of humour, despite their aggressive nature, still essentially 
constitute humour. Consequently, they carry at least some potential to amuse, even if conveying 
very harsh criticism, or mockery.  
The analysis does not deal with the possible reasons why the addressee reacts in a 
particular way to speaker’s irony, or sarcasm. The former could misinterpret speaker’s irony, 
or sarcasm for several reasons. For instance, not recognise them, or misjudge speaker’s intent 
for employing them (benevolent, or malevolent). The addressee could also mistake a sincere 
behaviour for a sarcastic, or ironic one, or not recognise who the actual target of criticism, or 
mockery is, etc. To clarify all this, it is believed that addressee’s amusement with particular 
instances of irony, and sarcasm suppose positive feelings for them. This way, they harness 
closeness, and harmony in interaction, i.e. they draw the addressee closer to the speaker. Hence, 
this results in strengthening of the social relationship amongst interlocutors, regardless of 
whether the addressee’s interpretation of speaker’s irony, or sarcasm is correct, or not. Namely, 
even if a specific ironic, or sarcastic behaviour is not recognised as such by the collocutor, the 
same effects on the relationship are produced. Conversely, these types of humour can cause 
offence to the addressee. Hence, they result in disparaging the relationship among interactants. 
This again occurs irrespectively of the collocutor construing irony, or sarcasm accurately. 
Therefore, the analysis only looks at the addressee’s reaction to speaker’s ironic, or sarcastic 
behaviour, independently from the reasons triggering a particular response.  
Furthermore, it needs to be emphasised that sometimes there is more than one addressee 
of speaker’s irony, or sarcasm. When this is the case, the analysis takes into consideration all 
of the addressees’ reactions that are visible in the video. Their perceptions of irony, or sarcasm 
may differ. This means that some feel offended, whereas, others are amused by them. In such 
cases, it is the majority’s response that determines whether the behaviour counts as offensive, 
or amusing. A depiction of this is example (52) from the empirical data. Ben’s reaction to Mrs. 
Baker’s sarcasm signals his amusement. Conversely, Susan, Jayne, and Michael display 
offence. There may also be special instances when speakers, and addressees coincide. Namely, 
characters may talk to themselves. In such cases, it is their own stance towards irony, or sarcasm 
that is examined in the analysis. Since the speaker, and the addressee coincide, this piece of 
information is provided in the analysis of addressee’s reaction to irony, or sarcasm. It is 
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included under the analysed example of sarcastic, or ironic behaviour. An illustration of this is 
example (193) from the analysed series.  
193) BEN: (misses the figurine’s face with a brush, while painting it; to himself) Ohh! 
(irritated face) Great! OK, you lie there. You have been hit by a musket fire at very 
close range, yeah.  
 
[Irony. Ben misses the figurine’s head with a brush, while painting it. Therefore, his 
expectations, and desires to paint the figurine appropriately are not met. Namely, there is a clash 
between his desires, and the actual situation. This results in his “Great!” being ironic, not 
sincere. This is further signalled by his mimicry (irritated face). This way, Ben delivers 
criticism. His criticism is directed at the situation where he misses the figurine’s head with the 
brush. He does not hold himself accountable for it. This is clear from the fact that there are no 
signals of him being upset with himself. Thus, the criticism neither aims himself, nor any other 
human being. This means that the target is not personal.]  
[Since there is no other collocutor present at the time of his utterance, Ben functions here as his 
own collocutor. Hence, it is his reaction that is relevant to the present analysis. Ben’s mimicry 
suggests that he is offended.] 
Moreover, it is impossible to determine reactions to irony, and sarcasm of non-human 
addressees (e.g. animals, or inanimate entities). Accordingly, only the reactions of people are 
taken into consideration when specifying whether irony, or sarcasm has caused offence, or 
entertainment. In case there are non-human addressees in the analysed examples, these are 
regarded the same way as those where the addressee’s reaction is not visible in the video. 
Namely, they are left out of the count of how many times either of these two types of humour 
causes offence, or amusement.  
The analysis, hence, consists of two parts: speaker’s irony, or sarcasm, and addressee’s 
reaction to it. These are treated as pairs. Each speaker’s use of irony, or sarcasm pairs with the 
corresponding addressee’s reaction to it. For a clearer, and more systematic analysis, individual 
cases of ironic, and sarcastic conduct are numbered. Since the addressee can reply to speaker’s 
irony, or sarcasm with their own ironic, or sarcastic behaviour, these responses are viewed as 
the second constituent of the pair. This is because they reveal addressee’s affective stance on 
prior irony, or sarcasm. Hence, they are not numbered separately. This may extend over several 
consecutive turns, as the addressee’s sarcastic, or ironic reply may again generate further 
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sarcasm, or irony from the previous speaker. The logic behind remains the same. Each further 
consecutive employment of such type of humour reveals the individual’s reaction to prior irony, 
or sarcasm. Nevertheless, in the final count of how many times irony, or sarcasm have been 
used, and caused offence, or amusement to the addressee, they are counted separately. This is 
because they still are individual instances of such behaviour in their own right. The entire 
analysis is written below each component of the pair, in square brackets. This is done to separate 
it from the transcribed text. Irony, and sarcasm can cover distinct parts of one’s behaviour 
(verbal, and non-verbal). This is why it is clear from the analysis what part of speaker’s 
behaviour is ironic, or sarcastic.  
This is illustrated by example (122) from the analysed series. Ben, and Susan argue 
about Ben playing poker, as he constantly loses. To Susan’s claim that the game is only for 
losers, Ben replies that this is not true. The following example is Susan’s response to this.  
 
122) SUSAN: (pretendedly satisfied face) Actually, you’re right. (annoyed face) There 
appears to be only one loser.  
 
[Sarcasm. Susan merely pretends that Ben is right, which is seen from her mimicry. Therefore, 
she still believes that poker is a game for losers. Since Susan merely pretends to believe that 
Ben is right, it is clear that she implies that he is wrong. Susan’s sarcasm also covers the last 
sentence. She does really believe that there is only one loser. What is covered by her sarcastic 
pretence here is not the proposition, but rather her disposition towards Ben’s activity. The latter 
is wasting money on poker, which is something Susan does not condone. Her disposition is also 
directed at Ben being a loser. She is, obviously, not happy with that either. This is evident from 
her annoyed face, indicating her disapproval of Ben’s conduct. Susan’s sarcastic utterance 
enables her to deliver criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (upset face) Susan, poker is a game of skill, and intellect.  
[Ben’s mimicry suggests that he has taken offence.] 
 As is evident from the analysis, Susan’s “Actually, you’re right” (i.e. her first sentence) 
is sarcastic. This is because the analysis reveals that she, on the basis of her mimicry, only 
pretends to believe that Ben is right. This is further clarified by the explanation that what she 
actually implies is that Ben is wrong. As Susan’s sarcasm extends over the second sentence as 
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well, the latter is further specified in the analysis. It is accompanied by the explanation of what 
is sarcastic, and why.  
In light of the criteria, and explanations provided above, the entire transcription is 
carried out by watching the original video on a PC, using a pair of headphones. When the 
transcription is completed, the entire analysed series is watched attentively once again, using 
the same pair of headphones. The latter are used to capture all sound disclosing any signals that 
are pertinent to the examination in the empirical part. This way, individual instances of ironic, 
and sarcastic behaviour are identified, and analysed, using the theoretical framework provided 
in the thesis. The theory that is considered the most useful for a particular instance of irony, or 
sarcasm, is employed, and included in the analysis. The pair of headphones is used while 
carrying out the analysis also to better account for any prosodic cues that need to be considered. 
Namely, to identify, and analyse an individual instance of sarcastic, or ironic behaviour. In each 
case, both the speaker’s use of irony, or sarcasm, and the addressee’s reaction to such conduct 
are analysed immediately one after the other. First, a specific case of irony, or sarcasm is 
identified, and explained. Then the collocutor’s response is recognised, and clarified. The entire 
analysis is carried out in the following manner.  
 Each analysis begins with the label irony, or sarcasm, depending on the type of humour 
that is used. This is because of an easier, and clearer examination. The second reason is a clearer, 
and faster tracking of individual instances of sarcastic, and ironic behaviour. This is necessary 
both when compiling the results of the analysis, and when searching for specific examples of 
irony, or sarcasm. Additionally, it is believed that the reader will know right from the beginning 
whether a particular example depicts ironic, or sarcastic behaviour. When sarcastic, or ironic 
rhetorical questions are used, the general label is replaced by a sarcastic RQ, or an ironic RQ. 
When there are several RQs in the utterance that are sarcastic, or ironic, the plural counterparts 
of the labels are used. When self-sarcasm is used, the analysis begins with the label self-sarcasm 
(cf. example [313] above).  
The analysis then unfolds into the meaning-reversal component, inherent in irony, and 
sarcasm. This involves the explanation of what is covered by sarcastic, or ironic scope. It is 
done by explaining what the speaker only pretends to do, or believe, and what they actually 
want to suggest. Alongside, the analysis contains information on how some behaviour (or aspect 
of it) that is considered sarcastic, or ironic is signalled (non-verbal, contextual, verbal cues). 
This is why the cues relevant to the analysis are included in it. When it is deemed easier to 
analyse individual examples in terms of a mismatch (contextual, verbal, non-verbal), an 
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explanation of the clash is provided in the analysis instead of the pretence one. This alternative 
clarification is provided also when it is presumed that the readers will understand the analysis 
quicker. A depiction of this is the analysis of Susan’s sarcastic reply to Ben’s earlier sarcasm 
in example (199) of the empirical data. Ben, and Susan discuss Ben’s new hobby (painting 
soldier figurines). Ben presents it as if it was a highly important job. He tells Susan what his 
future plans in connection to his hobby are. The following is Susan’s sarcastic comment on this. 
SUSAN: (deadpan face; monotone voice) Sounds exciting. 
[Sarcasm. There is a discrepancy between Susan’s verbal, and non-verbal behaviour. Her 
deadpan face contrasts with the idea of excitement (itself conveyed verbally). The mismatch is 
further amplified by her monotone voice. This results in her delivery of genuine criticism. This 
indicates her offence. Target is personal.] 
It needs to be clarified that each analysis of sarcasm, and irony in the thesis then provides 
the second essential feature of these types of humour: speaker’s negative evaluative attitude. 
This is done by pointing out that the speaker conveys criticism (or mockery). In this thesis, it is 
the nature of the target (personal–non-personal; cf. Glenwright and Pexman 2010) what defines 
the distinction between sarcasm, and irony. Hence, it is indispensable for the analysis to include 
the information concerning this nature as well. The reason why this information appears at the 
end is that it is believed that such an analysis follows a clear, and systematic treatment of irony, 
and sarcasm. Namely, the two (common) crucial components of irony, and sarcasm (meaning 
reversal, and speaker’s negative assessment) are discussed first. Then, the distinction between 
the two needs to be made, which is done by specifying the nature of the target of speaker’s 
criticism, or mockery. The target of sarcasm is personal; whereas that of irony is not (cf. 
Glenwright and Pexman 2010). In resonance with the theoretical description of sarcastic, and 
ironic RQs, the analysis discusses the two key components in the following way. It is first 
established that the speaker does not genuinely inquire about, or wonder, something, but rather 
implies an assertion about it. Then, it is pointed out that they deliver criticism. Other 
information is provided in the same manner as in other instances of sarcastic, and ironic 
conduct. This is depicted by the following (6) example from the analysed series. The utterance 
takes place after Ben shuts the door in front of Abi, and Roger when they visit him to tell him 




6) ABI: (to BEN) Oh, what are you like? (in a slightly irritated way) That is no way to 
treat an officer of the law. 
 
[A sarcastic RQ. Abi does not genuinely wonder about Ben’s behaviour. Instead, she implies 
that she, obviously, knows how Ben has behaved. This is because she has just witnessed it. 
Thus, Abi implies that his shutting the door in front of their faces has been wrong. This is further 
signalled by her second sentence. Especially, since she says it in a slightly irritated manner. 
This way, she delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 To sum up, the components relevant to the analysis are included in it in the following 
order. First, the two key components of irony, and sarcasm (meaning reversal, and speaker’s 
negative attitude) are given. These are followed by distinct elements that signal ironic, and 
sarcastic behaviour. Finally, the nature of the target (personal–non-personal) is incorporated, 
ending the analysis. When the target–addressee, and serious–jocular criticism distinctions need 
to be made, they are provided after the signals, but before the type of target.  
 The first constituent of the analysed pair (i.e. speaker’s irony, or sarcasm) is followed 
by the second one. The latter focuses on the addressee’s reaction. This analysis consists of two 
parts. The first one provides information about the main signal(s) that indicate(s) collocutor’s 
reaction to speaker’s sarcasm, or irony. The second one reveals the nature of the addressee’s 
reaction (offence–amusement). An illustration of this is Ben’s reaction to Susan’s sarcasm in 
example (122) above. 
 
7. RESULTS 
This thesis examines instances of ironic, and sarcastic behaviour in the eighth season of the 
British humorous series My Family (2008). The purpose, apart from providing the definitions 
of irony, and sarcasm, is to investigate their double nature. As a result, the thesis examines 
whether these types of humour offend, or entertain the addressee in the series. In relation to 
this, four hypotheses have been made.  
Here are the results of the analysis of the empirical data. 
The total number of instances of ironic and sarcastic behaviour in the empirical data is 
403. Characters’ sarcastic behaviour represents 393 cases altogether, leaving the remaining ten 
to instances of ironic conduct. As predicted by the first hypothesis, certain addressee’s reactions 
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may not be identified. They may either not be visible in the video, or the addressee may be non-
human.  
The empirical data does, in fact, show that this occurs in the analysed instances of the 
series. Accordingly, it is possible to examine addressee’s responses to sarcasm, and irony in 
381 out of 403 instances of such conduct altogether. Specifically, 372 responses are identified 
in relation to sarcasm, and the remaining nine to irony. To explain this in greater detail, 
addressee’s replies to sarcasm are not visible in the video analysed in 21 instances. There is one 
occurrence of irony where it is impossible to determine the addressee’s reaction. This is not due 
to the latter being invisible to the audience. Instead, the addressee is an object (a soldier 
figurine). Hence, it cannot react to speaker’s behaviour.  
It is attainable to examine addressee’s responses to 372 occurrences of sarcastic 
behaviour. In 340 employments of sarcasm in inter-character communication, the addressees 
display offence. In the remaining 32 instances of sarcasm, they are entertained by it.  
In reference to irony, it is viable to identify addressee’s reactions in nine instances. 
Speaker’s use of ironic behaviour amuses the addressee on two occasions, and offends them on 
seven.  
Below are the results pertinent to each hypothesis:  
• Hypothesis 1: The addressees’ reactions to most instances of ironic, and sarcastic 
behaviour in the analysed series are revealed, and, thus, open to examination. In the 
remaining instances, addressees’ responses are ether not displayed in the video, or the 
addressee is not a person.  
It is obtainable to examine addressee’s responses to irony, and sarcasm in 381 out of 
403 instances. In the remaining 22 cases, their responses are either not visible in the video, or 
the addressee is not a person.  
• Hypothesis 2: There are more instances of sarcastic, than ironic, behaviour in the 
analysed series. 
There are 403 instances of irony, and sarcasm altogether in the empirical part. Sarcasm 
comprises 393 of them; the remaining ten are examples of ironic behaviour.  




It is possible to examine addressees’ reactions to sarcasm on 372 occasions. Thus, 
sarcasm effects in offending the addressee in 340 instances in total. The remaining 32 cases of 
sarcastic conduct entertain them.  
• Hypothesis 4: Irony in most cases results in entertaining the addressee; otherwise it 
offends them. 
In the analysed series, speaker’s irony affords addressees amusement in two out of nine 
examinable instances in inter-character communication. In the remaining seven cases of ironic 
behaviour, the addressee feels offended by it.  
 
8. ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION (INTERPRETATION) OF THE RESULTS 
The results of the analysis indicate that it has been impossible to examine all addressee’s 
reactions to sarcastic, and ironic behaviour. There are two reasons for this. In certain instances, 
collocutors’ reactions are not displayed in the video. In others, the addressee is not a human 
being. The first hypothesis deals with the question of examinability of addressee’s responses to 
irony, and sarcasm in the analysed series. Therefore, it is necessary to suggest possible reasons 
why certain responses cannot be analysed.  
• Hypothesis 1: The addressees’ reactions to most instances of ironic, and sarcastic 
behaviour in the analysed series are revealed, and, thus, open to examination. In the 
remaining instances, addressees’ responses are either not displayed in the video, or the 
addressee is not a person.  
There are altogether 22 out of 403 cases of sarcasm, and irony where addressee’s 
reaction cannot be identified. This means that the first hypothesis is confirmed.  
The first group of unexaminable reactions comprises instances where the addressee’s 
reaction is not visible in the video. This occurs in 21 examples. The following example (320) 
depicts an instance of the addressee’s response not being visible in the video. Alfie replies to 
Jayne’s praise of Michael, as the latter looks up information about her new boyfriend on the 
internet. Michael, and Alfie know each other very well, and are well aware of each other’s 





320) ALFIE: (unamazed face) He’s got the time, trust me. 
 
Sarcasm. Alfie genuinely believes that Michael has got the time to look for information about 
Jayne’s new boyfriend. This is clear from the fact that he knows Michael well enough. 
Nevertheless, Alfie does hold a dissociative stance towards Michael’s activity. Hence, his 
sarcasm covers his disposition towards the latter. This is because he does not believe that 
Michael should be looking up information about Jayne’s new boyfriend on the internet. This is 
signalled by Alfie’s mimicry. Namely, Alfie delivers criticism. Target is personal. 
Jayne’s reaction is not visible in the video. 
 The majority of human addressees’ responses to speaker’s irony, and sarcasm are visible 
in the video, and examinable. This is because communication amongst characters in a movie is 
scripted, and intended for the audience to understand, and appreciate (cf. Dynel 2016, and Brock 
2016). Since the analysed series is a sitcom, it can be logically deduced that there would be a 
certain need for the viewers to witness collocutor’s reactions to sarcasm, and irony. This is 
mainly because the two constitute humour (cf. Lockyer 2001). Namely, they are a source of 
humour, and entertainment of a sitcom. The latter is even more important for the analysed 
British series, as irony, and sarcasm are highly frequent in British humour (cf. Alexander 1997). 
Therefore, these two types of humour represent a highly significant source of amusement for 
the viewers. Thus, it is more important for the latter to be able to witness addressee’s reactions 
to them. It is also believed that this way sarcastic, and ironic behaviour are more accurately, 
and wholesomely represented in the series. Namely, the movie discourse approximates more to 
the real-world interaction. This is because irony, and sarcasm, due to their double nature, can 
either entertain, or offend the collocutor in actual communication as well. Moreover, it is 
believed that this way the viewer identifies with characters, and their on-screen interaction (cf. 
Dynel 2013) more easily. As a result, they get more involved with the series in the end.  
 As for instances of human addressees’ reactions not being displayed in the video, the 
following could be stated. A possible reason why the responses are sometimes not visible, could 
be that the wholesome interaction amongst characters focuses more on their use of sarcasm, or 
irony in a particular context. Consequently, the series concentrates more on generating humour 
this way, rather than on depicting addressee’s perception of it. Additionally, events, or aspects 
of the series that are deemed to be more relevant for the audience to better understand the story 
could be brought into focus of viewers’ attention. Consequently, the video would display these 
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aspects, or events, instead of the collocutors’ perception of irony, or sarcasm. For instance, in 
example (320), Jayne’s reaction to Alfie’s sarcasm is, apparently, not believed to be as 
important as other elements in the context of interaction.  
Another possible reason could be that certain shifts in the interpersonal relationship that 
result from irony, and sarcasm are considered less important than other elements of the story 
within a particular context. Also, the viewer could sometimes be considered to obtain 
amusement from character’s irony, or sarcasm without the special (boosting) effect from the 
addressee’s reaction. Along these lines, it might be that the viewer is believed to be able to 
speculate fairly accurately about the nature of the addressee’s reaction. Thus, there would be 
no need to (overtly) disclose the latter in the video. 
The second group of collocutor’s reactions that cannot be analysed consists of examples 
where the addressee is not a human being. This takes place once in the analysed series. It 
concerns example (195), taken from the empirical data. Ben has been painting soldier figurines 
the entire day, and is already tired of it. Additionally, he has had bad experience with his new 
hobby (i.e. the painting).   
195) BEN: (to the figurines) Let’s get you done. OK, let’s do it. (bored to slightly upset face) 
Oh, come on, babies. Yeah! 
 
Irony. Ben’s irony here covers the expressions “babies”, and “yeah”. The word “babies” would 
typically convey positive treatment of the target, displaying certain affection towards it. Ben 
does not genuinely feel affiliated with the figurines. The latter is clear from him being tired of 
painting them. This is because he has been doing it the entire day, and has already mispainted 
quite a few of them. His annoyance is further signalled by his mimicry. Thus, his resultant 
negative disposition clashes with his addressing them as his “babies”. This effects in irony. 
Additionally, if Ben’s expression “yeah” was sincere, it would suggest that he feels satisfied 
with what he is doing. Again, this mismatches both his facial expression as well as the broader 
context. This way, Ben delivers criticism towards the figurines. Target is not a human being. 
The addressees are the figurines. Since they are not human beings, they cannot react to Ben’s 
irony. 
In a movie discourse, the same as in the real world, characters can talk to non-human 
entities. Naturally, as the addressee is not a human being, it cannot react to speaker’s irony, or 
sarcasm. This means that it is impossible to examine its reaction. In example (195), Ben’s 
62 
 
collocutors are the plastic soldier figurines (i.e. the objects). As these cannot respond to Ben’s 
irony, it is impossible to determine whether they are offended, or amused by it. When speakers 
use irony, and sarcasm to address non-human entities, the latter remain unaffected by them. 
Consequently, the social bond they may share is left unchanged. This is precisely because non-
human entities do not understand language. This is particularly the case with more complicated, 
indirect forms of expression, like irony, and sarcasm.  
This is especially obvious when the addressee is an animal. While one can potentially 
use irony, or sarcasm to interact with an animal, the latter will not understand them. Even if it 
is the target, and irony criticises, or mocks it. Animals do not comprehend linguistic expression, 
particularly more elaborate forms of such communication (e.g. irony, and sarcasm). As a result, 
there cannot be any misunderstandings of irony, or sarcasm in such relationships. Namely, an 
animal cannot mistake a sincere behaviour for an ironic/sarcastic one, or vice versa. This can 
only occur with people. While these can experience difficulties with recognising irony, and 
sarcasm, they can still react to individual occurrences of such behaviour. Obviously, this entails 
their possible misinterpretation of speaker’s intent. In such a case, their reaction to the 
behaviour is not the same as it would be, if their identification was appropriate. The appropriate 
here refers to the correct interpretation of speaker’s irony, or sarcasm by the addressee. 
Nevertheless, a human collocutor can still react to the language used by the speaker. This means 
that the on-going social relationship between them will be affected by irony, or sarcasm in one 
way, or another. Even if the impact is not appropriate. Namely, their interpretation of the 
behaviour mismatches speaker’s communicative intent. Conversely, the social bond with a non-
human entity will remain absolutely unaffected by one’s ironic/sarcastic conduct.  
Additionally, speakers use irony, and sarcasm with the intent that the collocutor will 
understand them correctly (cf. Ajtony 2010). In general, people are aware that a non-human 
addressee will not be able to identify, and correctly construe their irony, or sarcasm. Hence, it 
can be concluded that the speaker does not use them to modify the social bond with a non-
human entity. Instead, there is a different, and highly feasible, motive behind using irony, and 






• Hypothesis 2: There are more instances of sarcastic, than ironic, behaviour in the 
analysed series. 
According to the results, sarcasm occurs in 393 out of 403 instances of ironic, and 
sarcastic behaviour altogether. This means that the second hypothesis is confirmed.  
The following example (68) illustrates an instance of sarcasm. Bear in mind that, already 
prior to Belinda’s utterance, it is disclosed in the series that she believes Ben to be very self-
centred. Her sarcastic comment is a reply to Ben’s attempt to avoid being taken by the robbers. 
Ben wants to achieve this by pointing at others (particularly at Belinda) to volunteer instead.  
68) BELINDA: (irritated face) Oh, there’s a surprise.  
 
Sarcasm. Belinda does not actually believe it is a surprise that Ben wants to save himself, 
without any regard for others. This is evident from her irritated face, and from her past 
experience with Ben. The latter make her believe that he is a very egoistic person. Therefore, 
she implies the opposite of a surprise. Namely, that it is anything but unexpecting. This way, 
Belinda conveys criticism. Target is personal. 
 The next example (194) depicts one of the cases of irony in the analysed series. Ben has 
been painting soldier figurines for quite some time already. However, he still has many left to 
paint.  
194) BEN: Get a fight started. (unexcited face; to himself) Fabulous.  
 
Irony. Ben’s mimicry implies that he does not really believe that the painting of figurines is 
fabulous. Instead, it suggests that he already feels bored with what he is doing. This way, he 
delivers criticism towards the slow, and tiresome, process of painting the figurine soldiers. This 
is additionally signalled by the fact that he still has many left to paint. He does not hold anyone 
responsible for this. This means that the target is not a human being.  
 There could be different reasons why there are many more instances of sarcasm than 
irony in the analysed series. One of them could be the fact that the characters that appear in the 
series typically have quite turbulent relationships amongst one another. For example, the 
Harpers are generally mocking, or criticising towards one another. This means that they are 
typically more aggressive while interacting among one another as well. As sarcasm is, normally, 
more aggressive than irony (cf. e.g. Glenwright and Pexman 2010, Nieto Álvaro 2011), it is 
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logical that it appears more frequently in the series. This is consistent with the usually 
quarrelsome nature of the inter-personal bonds amongst characters. A similar type of 
relationship in the series exists among other characters as well.  
Another reason for such a prevalence of sarcastic behaviour among characters could be 
that they, generally, target people with their criticism, and mockery. This is, again, in tune with 
the nature of their social bonds. Especially, as the latter are commonly disparaged in the series. 
It is believed that this occurs precisely because sarcasm predominantly appears in conflictive 
situations in the series. This is clear from the examples illustrating the use of sarcastic behaviour 
to deliver offence, e.g. example (68). It is disclosed that Ben is a selfish person, which is the 
reason why Belinda uses sarcasm to criticise him.  
Furthermore, people would probably criticise, or ridicule other individuals, rather than 
non-human targets more often in real life as well. It is logical that the same reflects in the series. 
This way, the movie discourse approximates more to the actual one. Precisely because it is more 
life-like, it grabs the audience’s attention more.  
Additionally, Parrot Analytics (2018) also concludes that the British audience prefer 
sarcasm to irony, which could be interpreted in the following way. The analysed series follows 
the general preferences of the audience. This is because it is a British one, and, presumably, 
intended for the British market. As a result, much more sarcastic behaviour is included in the 
script of the series.  
Moreover, irony, and sarcasm are typical of the British socio-cultural context, as it 
highly values self-discipline (cf. Anolli, Infantino and Ciceri 2001). Hence, it is obvious that 
they are frequently used in British humorous series as well. The series My Family (2008) is not 
an exception. Along these lines, it is presumed that speakers would more commonly venture 
their frustrations at one another, rather than at non-human entities. Thus, it is expectable that 
they would employ sarcasm more frequently. This is especially because human communication 
occurs among people. This provides more opportunities to react to one’s behaviour in a negative 
way. As the movie discourse approximates the real one (cf. Dynel 2016), the same can occur 
within the series. Therefore, sarcasm is used in it considerably more often than irony because 
the most common source of a character’s annoyance is another character. Such sarcasm can 
also be helpful in situations where jocular criticism is used to deliver serious messages towards 
the addressee. Obviously, when these coincide with the target. This is because the speaker may 
want to preserve the stability of the social relationship with the collocutor, whilst still convey a 
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serious message. Namely, they use it to indicate their disagreement, or annoyance with the 
addressee, etc. The need for a stable relationship is also related to the idea of self-discipline. 
Conversely, sarcasm can as well be used to disparage the target, even if they are the addressee. 
This occurs in the series on a regular basis. Hence, it is a very likely motive for using sarcasm 
amongst characters. It is related to the idea of turbulent inter-character relationships discussed 
above.   
Additionally, sarcasm is typically more cutting (cf. Glenwright and Pexman 2010). 
Resultantly, it normally has a greater impact on the social bond between interactants. This 
means that it probably makes the interaction more dynamic than irony. Incidentally, it, thus 
seems to be more intriguing for the speaker as well. Consequently, it can produce greater 
disturbances, or shifts in the relationship. To understand this better, consider the following. 
Because sarcasm is more aggressive, the range of its influence on the social bond is wider as 
well. There are two main reasons for this. One of them is that sarcasm is more feasible to offend 
the addressee. This is especially the case when the target, and the latter coincide. Contrarily, it 
can deliver genuine criticism towards a target that is abhorred by the collocutor. This results in 
strong bonding, and it constitutes the second reason. Namely, there are two extreme outcomes 
of sarcasm in the interpersonal bond between interlocutors. Speaker’s sarcasm may produce an 
outcome on the relationship that falls anywhere in between the two extremes. This suggests that 
there is a scope (or continuum) of influence sarcasm has on the social bond. This is related to 
Camp’s (2012) evaluative scale. One pole of this scope represents addressee’s maximum 
offence, the other one, their absolute amusement. Hence, addressee’s reaction can fall anywhere 
within this continuum. Naturally, a similar span of impact concerns irony as well. However, 
precisely because sarcasm is more cutting, and personal, irony’s scope of influence is narrower. 
This is because its intensity is normally weaker. Hence, the poles of its scope of influence are 
typically weaker as well. It needs to be clarified that sarcasm does not always have a wider 
scope of influence than irony. The reason for this is that irony can sometimes offend, or 
entertain the addressee more than sarcasm. Nevertheless, precisely because sarcasm is more 
personal, and, thus, harsher, it is believed that it typically has a wider scope. The possible 
outcomes of sarcasm, and irony (i.e. amusement–offence) are directly related to the third, and 
fourth hypotheses. As a result, they are discussed below.  
Sarcasm’s broader range of influence on the interpersonal bond supposes a more 
nuanced continuum as well. Therefore, it affords the speaker more diverse opportunities to 
experiment with various possible anticipated collocutor’s responses. This can provide 
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additional entertainment for the speaker, as they can become more creative with the use of 
language. Thus, it could substantially motivate interlocutors to use sarcasm. The characters use 
sarcasm regularly throughout the analysed series. It can be presumed that at least some of them 
use it for this reason. Namely, a character can deliver mockery of the target to amuse 
themselves. Even if the target, and the addressee coincide. In other words, they can play with 
the collocutor to generate positive feelings for themselves. Such sarcasm normally conveys 
genuine criticism. An instance of this is example (112) from the empirical data. The example 
is included in the theory of the thesis, because it illustrates the use of sarcasm that causes 
offence. Ben employs sarcasm to seriously criticise Susan to provide certain amusement for 
himself. Obviously, Ben is not amused by the idea of Susan spending money on a fortune-teller. 
His entertainment arises from the very mockery of Susan. This is signalled by Ben’s evocation 
of a situation in which Susan’s suggestion of Zelda having psychic powers was true. As he does 
not believe this, he uses sarcasm to play with Susan. Hence, he mocks Susan to generate 
amusement for himself.  
Characters in the series can also use sarcasm simply to see how their addressees would 
react, and how it would affect their relationship. This is related more to the experimental 
potential of sarcastic behaviour. It can particularly be useful when speakers want to tackle a 
delicate issue. A possible illustration of this is Susan’s sarcastic reply to Ben’s sarcasm in 
example (156). It depicts the use of sarcasm as banter. Consequently, it is included in the theory 
above. The sensitive issue Susan refers to is Ben’s predicted upcoming death. She teases him 
to see his reaction. This is possible due to the camouflaging potential of sarcasm as a type of 
humour (cf. Lockyer 2001). It is true that irony has the same potential. However, the target in 
these circumstances is typically personal. After all, this is what makes such topics more 
sensitive in the first place. Hence, speakers would normally employ sarcasm. 
 
• Hypothesis 3: Sarcasm in most cases causes offence to the addressee; otherwise it 
amuses them. 
Out of 372 analysable instances of sarcasm in the empirical data, sarcastic conduct has 
caused offence to the addressee in 340 cases. In the remaining 32, it has afforded them 
amusement. As sarcasm has offended the addressee in the vast majority of instances, the third 
hypothesis is confirmed.  
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 A depiction of sarcasm offending the addressee is example (72) from the analysed series. 
Gary, and Joan (the robbers) have an argument about Joan’s wish to be in charge during the 
entire robbery. She has already suggested that Gary is incompetent, which has led to Gary’s 
response below. Note as well that the situation is already quite hectic, as the police are already 
seeking the robbers.  
72) GARY: (upset face) Why do you always get like this whenever we do a bank job? 
You know what this is? This is Sidcup all over again! 
 
Sarcastic RQs. Gary’s questions are not genuine questions, but sarcastic rhetorical ones. With 
the first one, Gary does not sincerely wonder why Joan behaves like this. Instead, he implies 
that she should not behave the way she does. With the second one, Gary does not genuinely 
wonder whether Joan knows what this is. Instead, he implies that she should know what it is, 
since a similar situation has already occurred. The latter is evident from Gary’s suggestion that 
the situation with Sidcup is repeating itself. This way, he implies that Joan’s current behaviour 
is the same as it was then. Hence, Gary holds Joan responsible for the Sidcup situation as well. 
His mimicry reveals that he is anything but satisfied with Joan’s conduct. Namely, he is angry 
with her. Thus, Gary’s mimicry also signals that his first question is a sarcastic RQ. Therefore, 
Gary conveys criticism. Target is personal. 
JOAN: (angry face) Sidcup? Don’t you dare talk to me about Sidcup! 
A sarcastic RQ. With the sarcastic RQ, Joan does not genuinely inquire Gary for confirmation 
about whether she has understood him correctly. Instead, she implies that the Sidcup situation 
was not her fault. By extension, Joan implies that her current behaviour is right, not wrong. 
Thus, she refuses to accept Gary’s suggestion that her behaviour is wrong. This is signalled 
both by her mimicry, as well as by her second sentence. Joan delivers genuine criticism, which 
is disclosed through her mimicry. Namely, she feels offended by Gary’s sarcasm. Target is 
personal. 
 An illustration of sarcasm amusing the addressee is example (269) from the empirical 
data. Ben tells Susan that he would meet with his old friends with whom he used to play in a 
bend. He brags about being a very good musician, and their bend having been one of the most 
famous, and popular. He reveals Susan his plans of reuniting with the friends, and start playing 
music once more. Ben’s suggestion that he would play the guitar (named Rickenbacker), and 
sing again is met with Susan’s sarcastic response below.  
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269) SUSAN: (mocking face) That I’d pay to see. 
 
Sarcasm. Susan’s mocking face signals that she does not sincerely believe that she would pay 
to see Ben’s bend. Instead, she merely pretends to suggest this to deliver mockery. Target is 
personal. 
BEN: (smiles slightly) So, I decided to get the old Rickenbacker out. 
Ben’s smile indicates that he is amused, not offended by Susan’s sarcasm.  
First, it needs to be pointed out that there is one occurrence of addressees’ mixed 
reactions to speaker’s sarcasm. This means that there are various addressees, and that their 
perceptions of the same sarcastic conduct are diverse. This is example (52) from the empirical 
data. The example is provided in the theory of the thesis. In lines with the methodology in this 
thesis, example (52) is classified as an instance of sarcasm that causes offence. This is because 
the majority of addressees take offence at speaker’s sarcasm.   
In accordance with the idea of sarcasm typically being more aggressive than irony (cf. 
e.g. Glenwright and Pexman 2010), it is expectable that it normally offends the addressee. The 
empirical data is consistent with this. On the basis of sarcasm mostly offending the addressee 
in the analysed series, the following conclusions could be drawn. First, it could be inferred that 
this behaviour tends to deliver serious criticism towards the target that coincides with the 
collocutor. It could also be presumed that speaker’s sarcastic conduct conveys actual criticism, 
or mockery at entities the addressee finds enjoyable. As the addressee empathises with the target 
of genuine criticism, they feel more connected to it. Especially, if their affiliation with the latter 
is strong. As the addressee (at least partially) identifies with the target, they intake speaker’s 
criticism. Resultantly, they feel harmed by it, and take offence. It is presumed that the offence 
is greater precisely because the target is another human being. This is because the latter (if 
present) can feel directly affected, and offended by the behaviour. Thus, a collocutor that 
sympathises with the target, is affected even more strongly. Their potential offence, and its 
intensity, thus, increase.  
Sarcasm could also offend the addressee by delivering jocular criticism, or mockery 
towards the target. This is especially the case when the target is an entity the collocutor deems 
unpleasant. Speaker’s jocular criticism implies that the target is not an entity they themselves 
find unenjoyable. Hence, the former constitutes someone, or something pleasant for the speaker. 
This way, the idea of positive portrayal of the target is conveyed to the addressee that 
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disaffiliates with it. This can result in a disagreement (i.e. conflict) between interlocutors, 
leading to the offence of the collocutor. As a result, their social bond can be weakened.  
Conversely, it is believed that addressees may be amused by speaker’s sarcasm in four 
main instances. Firstly, when speakers use sarcasm to deliver jocular criticism towards the 
target, and the latter coincides with the addressee. This way, the speaker merely pretends to 
deliver negative assessment. This can obtain a function of a compliment (cf. Utsumi 2000). It 
normally strengthens the social relationship with the collocutor. Secondly, the jocular criticism, 
or mockery can aim entities the addressee finds pleasant. This suggests that the speaker 
affiliates with the same entity as the addressee. Consequently, there is a greater potential for the 
two of them to foster agreement with each other. This supports their interpersonal relationship. 
Thirdly, speaker can employ sarcasm to deliver serious criticism toward targets the addressee 
disaffiliates with. Thus, the speaker disparages an entity the addressee dislikes as well. This 
can, again, foster mutual agreement between interlocutors. It effects in promoting solidarity, 
and harmony in their relationship. Lastly, addressees may, occasionally, be entertained by 
speaker’s sarcasm also when they simply disregard the criticism aiming them. This is illustrated 
in example (269).  
Sarcasm in the series occurs mostly to criticise, or mock the target, which is also 
illustrated by example (72). Joan’s reaction to Gary’s sarcasm could be explained through two 
reasons from Palmer’s theory (1994, 164). The first reason for Joan’s offence could be the fact 
that Gary’s sarcasm occurs at the level of “reality” (ibid.), not “representation” (ibid.). This, as 
clarified by the author (ibid.), presumes real negative consequences for the addressee, and 
offends them. Especially if they are the target (ibid.). As is evident form example (72), Joan is 
the target of Gary’s criticism. Joan knows that Gary’s criticism towards her is genuine. Namely, 
it occurs at the level of reality. Therefore, Gary’s serious message offends her, as it supposes 
genuine consequences for her. According to the theory, another possible reason for the 
addressee to feel offended by speaker’s sarcasm, or irony, is the context (Palmer 1994, 12). 
Gary directs his sarcasm at Joan in a situation where she expects him to cooperate, and support 
her. The paramount reason for this is that they are robbers, already sought after by the police. 
As a result, the chances of her taking offence are greater. As evident from the example, she 




• Hypothesis 4: Irony in most cases results in entertaining the addressee; otherwise it 
offends them. 
There are nine analysable cases of addressee’s reactions to speaker’s irony in the 
empirical data. Speaker’s irony has entertained the collocutor in two out of nine instances. It 
has offended them in the remaining seven. This suggests that the fourth hypothesis is refuted. 
The potential reasons why irony mostly offends the addressee are provided below.  
An illustration of irony causing offence is example (209) from the empirical data. There 
are several visitors at a special event at the gallery where Susan works. As the floor is very 
slippery, some of them fall, breaking several items displayed in the gallery. Ben manages to 
keep himself on feet, and provides the following comment.  
209) BEN: (deadpan face) I think it’s going well.  
 
Irony. Some items have been broken, as several people have slipped on the overly-waxed floor. 
This makes Ben’s remark ironic. He does not really believe that everything is going well. This 
is additionally signalled by his deadpan face. His criticism is directed towards the situation, not 
people. This is because he does not hold anyone responsible for what has happened. This means 
that the target is not personal. 
(The visitors look upset.) 
Visitors’ mimicry reveals that they are offended. 
 Illustrations of irony that afford addressee amusement are examples (134), and (200) 
from the empirical data. As both examples also depict other features relevant to the treatment 
of irony in the thesis, they are included in the theoretical framework.    
The thesis has predicted that irony would typically afford addressee amusement. This 
prediction is based on irony having a greater tendency to amuse the addressee (cf. Attardo’s 
[2001] conclusions, pointed out by Kiss [2015, 530]). The results of the empirical data are 
inconsistent with these conclusions. As seen, in the majority of cases, ironic behaviour offends 
the addressee in the analysed series. A possible reason for this could be that irony can deliver 
serious criticism, or mockery towards an entity that is important to the addressee (cf. La Fave 
1972). This could cancel out its typically more entertaining nature.  
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Another possible reason why irony offends the addressee in the analysed series could 
be illustrated by example (209) from the empirical data. The example could be interpreted as 
speaker’s use of irony to deliver jocular criticism towards the entity that the addressee deems 
unpleasant. Ben criticises the misfortunate situation of some of the visitors falling on the 
ground. Nevertheless, the visitors at the gallery still take offence. They, apparently, do not 
perceive his criticism of the situation as necessarily serious. As it seems, they believe that Ben 
employs irony to deliver jocular criticism towards the situation. This, in fact, suggests that he 
is not genuinely dissatisfied with it. This implies that he does not really sympathise with the 
visitors. Instead, he exploits the situation to generate amusement for himself. Especially, since 
he has managed to keep himself standing. Bear in mind that, generally, the reasons considered 
above in relation to sarcastic jocular/serious criticism apply to irony as well.  
Additionally, a reason why irony typically offends the addressee in the analysed series 
could be the fact that sometimes the speaker, and the addressee coincide. In these instances, 
speaker’s attitude disclosed through irony matches their own reaction to the latter. There are 
three cases of this type in the empirical data. All of them reveal addressee’s offence to irony. 
Hence, it is suggested that the speaker (who coincides with the addressee) employs irony to 
convey frustrations. Obviously, the latter concern negative emotions. These are examples (102), 
(193), and (194) from the empirical data. In other words, these instances of irony represent a 
third of all examinable reactions to irony in the empirical data. Consequently, this could 
constitute one of the main reasons why irony offends the addressee in the majority of cases. 
Namely, the speaker, who uses irony to convey frustrations, coincides with the addressee. As a 
result, the latter shares the same disposition towards the issue. This effects in the addressee 
disclosing offence. For the purpose of illustration, example (102), containing information 
concerning collocutor’s reaction to irony, is provided below. As the example depicts ironic 
conduct in general, it is also included at the beginning of the thesis. The reason why it is 
additionally provided here is that the addressee’s reaction to irony is revealed below as well.  
102) BEN: (angry face; to himself) Great! That’s it! I’m switching banks.  
Irony. The ironic environment here consists of Ben’s failed expectation (i.e. the red dye pack 
has gone off, and dyed his face red), and Ben’s negative evaluative attitude towards this 
incident. Both are conveyed implicitly. Ben’s ironic verbal behaviour “Great!” implies the 
ironic environment. This means that it enables Ben to imply that his expectations have not been 
met. This is additionally signalled by his angry face. Hence, Ben conveys criticism. Target is 
not a human being. 
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Since Ben’s remark is uttered to himself, he is his own addressee. His angry face signals 
offence. 
 Different potential reasons why irony typically offends the addressee in the analysed 
series, instead of amuses them, have been discussed. This is because the results from the 
empirical data mismatch the prediction of the last hypothesis. It is believed that the reasons 
exposed could explain why irony has mostly offended the addressee in the analysed series. 























This thesis has examined definitions of irony, and sarcasm, treating them as two distinct types 
of aggressive humour. There have been two main purposes of research in it. The first one has 
been to provide conceptualisations of irony, and sarcasm. The second one has been to examine 
their role in interpersonal relationships as devices used to either enhance, or weaken the social 
bonds amongst interlocutors. Note that only the addressee’s reaction is pertinent to the on-going 
interaction in terms of reinforcing, or dwindling the interpersonal relationship. This is the 
reason why the target of criticism, or mockery delivered has generally been neglected in the 
analysis. Therefore, the thesis has focused on the addressee’s perception of irony, and sarcasm 
exclusively. It has seen whether individual instances of irony, and sarcasm have offended the 
collocutor, or afforded them entertainment, regardless of the target criticised. The exceptions 
have been made only when pertinent to the analysis. They have been outlined in the 
methodology of the thesis. 
Therefore, the thesis has indicated how the double nature of sarcasm, and irony allows 
them to influence the on-going interaction. This is because addressees may either be offended, 
or amused by these types of humour. Sarcasm is normally perceived as more aggressive, and 
hostile than irony, since it conveys speaker’s negative evaluative attitude toward a personal 
target. Hence, it is typically more offensive.  
 Since both sarcasm, and irony are highly characteristic of British humour, the thesis has 
focused its attention on the British humorous series My Family (2008). It has concentrated on 
examining how these forms of humour function in inter-character communication. Namely, 
whether they amuse the addressee, or offend them. The former strengthens interpersonal bonds, 
whereas the latter results in breaking, or loosening them. As the dialogue amongst characters in 
the series is scripted (Dynel 2016), it has been disclosed that such language can prove beneficial 
for the analyst (cf. Dynel 2016). This is because one of the traits that characterise movie 
discourse is that the latter is intended for the audience to understand (cf. Dynel 2016).  
 To provide a more exhaustive, inclusive, and complete account of irony, and sarcasm in 
the series, distinct theoretical conceptualisations of them have been used. Among the more 
detailed ones is Camp’s (2012) treatment of irony, and sarcasm. Additionally, these forms of 
humour can also extend to rhetorical questions (RQs). Hence, a special attention has been given 
to the delineation of sarcastic, and ironic rhetorical questions. This way, the latter are also 
included in the analysis of the thesis.  
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Furthermore, non-verbal behaviour (cf. Kreuz et al. 1999, Voyer and Vu 2016, and 
Jacob et al. 2016), and contextual cues (cf. Joshi, Sharma and Bhattacharyya 2015) have been 
suggested as a significant potential marker of sarcasm, and irony. Resultantly, prosody, 
mimicry, gestures, and the general context have also been included in the theoretical discussion. 
They have been incorporated into the analysis where deemed necessary as well. These 
indicators have been included in the latter also when believed indispensable for the 
interpretation of addressee’s reactions to irony, and sarcasm.   
At the end, the results of the analysis have been provided. On the basis of these results, 
three out of four hypotheses have been confirmed. The last one has been refuted. The analysis 
of the thesis has shown a considerable gap between the amounts of sarcasm, and irony in the 
series. It has disclosed that there is more sarcasm than irony in it. Furthermore, the results have 
indicated that both sarcasm, and irony typically offend the addressee. All the findings relevant 
to the hypotheses have been followed by the final discussion, and interpretation of the results. 
For better illustration, some examples pertinent to the hypotheses have been included alongside. 

















Magistrska naloga je razdeljena na dva glavna dela, teoretično razpravo in praktično analizo 
primerov v empiričnem delu. Ukvarja se z raziskovanjem ironije in sarkazma ter njunega učinka 
na medosebno komunikacijo, natančneje, ali v določenem primeru katera od teh dveh 
agresivnih in konfliktnih vrst humorja (gl. Lockyer 2001) užali sogovorca ali ga zabava. 
Analiza se osredotoča na primere ironije in sarkazma ter njunega vpliva na sogovorca v 
britanski humoristični seriji Moja Družina in zajema vseh sedem epizod osme sezone serije, ki 
so bile prvič predvajane leta 2008.  
V uvodu je tako opredeljen splošni pregled vsebin, ki so obravnavane v teoretičnem 
delu naloge skupaj z osnovnima definicijama ironije in sarkazma. Prav tako se izpostavijo 
ugotovitve Alexandra (1997), Crystala in Russa (2010), in Jarskega (2005), da ironija in 
sarkazem zajemata pomembno mesto znotraj britanskega humorja, kar se izraža tudi v 
britanskih humorističnih serijah. Ti zaključki se izpostavijo, saj analiza zajema primere teh dveh 
vrst humorja (gl. Lockyer 2001) znotraj britanskega družbeno-kulturnega konteksta. Ker se 
analiza osredotoča na komunikacijo med liki v seriji, sta izpostavljeni dve temeljni značilnosti 
filmskega diskurza. Prva je ta, da so dialogi znotraj njega izdelani in pripravljeni vnaprej (Dynel 
2016 in Brock 2016), z namenom da jih bodo gledalci pravilno razumeli (Dynel 2016), kar 
posledično tudi lajša analizo tovrstnega diskurza (Dynel 2016). Druga relevantna značilnost je, 
da interakcija med liki znotraj serije predstavlja eno od dveh ravni komunikacije, ki sta značilni 
za ta diskurz (Dynel 2013). Seveda je to tudi edina raven sporazumevanja, ki je relevantna za 
to nalogo. V drugem delu uvoda sledi jasna razločitev ironije in sarkazma. Tako je 
izpostavljeno, da je ironija zmeraj uperjena proti neosebni tarči, sarkazem pa proti osebni (gl. 
Glenwright in Pexman 2010).   
 Ker sta ironija in sarkazem posredni obliki komunikacije (Michaelis in Feng 2015), se 
teoretični del naloge  začne z obrazložitvijo koncepta implikatur. Zaradi klasifikacije ironije in 
sarkazma med vrste humorja (gl. Lockyer 2001) pa se teoretična razprava nadaljuje s 
konceptualizacijo humorja kot t. i. »imaginarne relevantnosti« (Lampert in Ervin-Tripp 2006).  
Naloga se nato osredotoči na natančno definicijo in konceptualizacijo ironije in sarkazma ter 
izpostavi opredelitev teh dveh tipov humorja s strani različnih avtorjev, od bolj tradicionalnih 
pa vse do novejših in kompleksnejših, predvsem pa natančnejših definicij, kot je recimo 
Campina (2012). Kot je že obrazloženo v uvodnem delu naloge, so, zaradi preglednejše celostne 
obravnave, definicije ironije in sarkazma v tretjem poglavju združene in razdeljene na dve 
ključni komponenti (gl. Dynel 2014, med drugimi): (popoln) preobrat pomena (Colston in 
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O’Brien 2000, in Camp 2012, med drugimi) in govorčev (negativni) evalvacijski odnos do tarče 
ironije in sarkazma, realiziran skozi kritiko oziroma posmehovanje (Camp 2012, Utsumi 2000, 
med drugimi). Pomenski preobrat lahko, kot obrazloži Campova (2012), med drugim, pokriva 
samo izraz, sporočilo, predpostavko ali celotno govorčevo dejanje. Na tem mestu se izpostavlja 
predvsem njeno definicijo, ker ta spada med kompleksnejše in bolj dodelane od teh, ki so zajete 
v nalogi. Prav tako so v teoretični obravnavi ironije in sarkazma izpostavljeni Utsumijevi (2000) 
izsledki, da je govorčev evalvacijski odnos oziroma njegova ocenitev tarče ironije in sarkazma 
zmeraj negativna. Kar se lahko spreminja od primera do primera, kot nato obrazloži avtor, pa 
je sama narava te ocenitve. Ta je namreč lahko ali resna ali šaljiva.  
Ravno zaradi narave ironije in sarkazma kot posrednih oblik komunikacije (Michaelis 
in Feng 2015), se tudi sporočevalčev ocenjevalni odnos vedno izraža implicitno (Utsumi 2000). 
Ker ironija in sarkazem poleg sporočevalca in sogovorca zajemata tudi določeno tarčo 
kritiziranja ali posmehovanja (Martin 2007; gl. tudi Kiss 2015, med drugimi), naloga izpostavi 
tudi razliko med tarčo in sogovorcem, saj ni nujno, da sovpadata (Partington 2007). Naloga se, 
kot je obrazloženo v uvodnem delu, ukvarja zgolj s sogovorčevo percepcijo, ne glede na to, kdo 
ali kaj je tarča kritike ali posmeha.  
Pomemben del analize v empiričnem delu in posledično teoretske razprave v nalogi je 
tudi neverbalna komunikacija. Ta sestoji iz različne prozodije, mimike in gest (Jacob et al. 
2016). Sarkazem in ironija namreč lahko rezultirata iz kontrasta oziroma neujemanja med 
verbalno in neverbalno komunikacijo (Jacob et al. 2016). Posledično se del teorije v nalogi 
ukvarja z možnimi načini izražanja ironije in sarkazma skozi neujemanje govorjene besede in 
neverbalnega vedenja. Poleg tega je treba izpostaviti tudi, da ti dve obliki humorja lahko 
nakazujeta tudi trk med dvema deloma govorčeve izjave (Culpeper 2011) ali med izjavo in 
širšim kontekstom (Joshi, Sharma in Bhattacharyya, 2015). Zato teoretični del naloge 
izpostavlja tudi pomen konteksta pri tvorjenju ironije in sarkazma. Kot že izpostavljeno, se del 
naloge osredotoča na percepcijo ironije in sarkazma s strani sogovorca, zato je treba poudariti, 
da ima tudi neverbalna komunikacija pomembno vlogo pri identifikaciji posamezne reakcije 
naslovnika (gl. Jacob et al. 2016), kar služi kot dodatni razlog za obravnavo določenih 
prozodičnih značilnosti, mimike in kretenj.  
Včasih namreč govorci lahko izražajo ironijo in sarkazem skozi specifične prozodične 
značilnosti, kot so pretiran poudarek na določenem mestu, počasno govorjenje in brezizrazen 
ton glasu (Carston and Wearing 2015, med drugimi). Enaka specifičnost velja tudi za mimiko 
in kretnje. Wilsonova (2013) namreč izpostavlja Rockwelline (2005) izsledke, da so širok 
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nasmešek, obračanje oči in brezizrazen obraz med potencialnimi indikatorji sarkazma in ironije, 
med katere González-Fuente, Escandell-Vidal in Prieto (2015) dodajajo še smeh. Med 
potencialne namige ironije in sarkazma, kar se tiče kretenj, Utsumi (2000) uvršča tiste, ki na 
nekaj nakazujejo oziroma kažejo. 
Ker je namen naloge analizirati primere ironije in sarkazma na celovit način, se del 
teorije ukvarja z zamejevanjem sarkastičnih in ironičnih retoričnih vprašanj, saj ta prav tako 
soustvarjajo del sarkazma in ironije tako v komunikaciji nasploh kot v empirični analizi. Glede 
na teoretično obravnavo retoričnih vprašanj različnih avtorjev, kot sta Illie (1994, 1999) in 
Camp (2012), o obravnavi sarkazma (in skladno z razlikovanjem med ironijo in sarkazmom na 
podlagi vrste tarče, ironije) so v nalogi začrtane meje sarkastičnih in ironičnih retoričnih 
vprašanj, ki so prav tako podprte z izsledki, ki so jih podali Oraby et al. (2016 in 2017). V 
skladu s temi izsledki so sarkastična in ironična retorična vprašanja definirana kot tista, ki 
izražajo govorčevo negativno evalvacijo tarče.  
Teoretična razprava se nato osredotoči na funkcije humorja v medsebojni interakciji ter 
izpostavlja dvoumnost oziroma potencialno prikritost govorčevega komunikacijskega namena, 
ki temu omogoča, da zakamuflira tudi resna in včasih celo sovražno nastrojena sporočila pod 
pretvezo, da se zgolj šali (gl. Lockyer 2001 in Martin 2007). V sklopu tega se izpostavijo tudi 
ugotovitve Skalickyja, Bergerjeve in Bellove (2015) glede uporabe besedne zveze »just 
kidding« (v prevodu »samo šalim se«) v angleškem diskurzu. Glede na raziskave avtorjev se ta 
izraz lahko uporabi tudi, če govorec nehote užali sogovorca. Ta dvoumnost humorja pa je ravno 
tista, ki mu omogoča t. i. dvojnost oziroma dvojno naravo (Martin 2007). Ta dvojni karakter 
humorja pa je tudi tisto, kar mu omogoča, da deluje v obe smeri, in sicer da po eni strani lahko 
sogovorca zabava in s tem poudarja solidarnost, harmonijo in bližino odnosa med govorcema 
(Martin 2007), po drugi strani pa lahko sobesednika tudi užali, s tem pa zrahlja ali celo 
spodkopa odnos, ki ga ima z njim (Martin 2007). Ker sta tudi ironija in sarkazem del humorja 
(Lockyer 2001), se enaka dvojnost pojavlja tudi pri njima. V nadaljevanju se posledično naloga 
ukvarja s specifičnostjo dvojne narave ironije in sarkazma, ki sta ravno zaradi svoje 
agresivnejše ali celo sovražne narave toliko dovzetnejša za tanko mejo med žalitvijo in zabavo 
(Lockyer 2001). Ker je dvojna narava tesno povezana s posameznikovo percepcijo ironije in 
sarkazma (Lockyer 2001), se to dojemanje v nalogi uporabi kot vezni element med dvojnostjo 
in sogovorčevo užaljenostjo oziroma dojemanjem ironije ali sarkazma kot zabavo. Ker, kot že 
izpostavljeno, govorec lahko ironijo ali sarkazem uporabi tudi v pozitivni smeri, z namenom da 
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zabava sogovorca, ta raba prehaja v šaljenje. S tem namenom naloga vključuje tudi to povezavo, 
saj gre za del dvojne narave ironije in sarkazma.  
 Drugi del naloge predstavlja praktična analiza empiričnega dela. Ta je sestavljen iz 
transkripcije verbalnega in, kadar je prepoznano kot potrebno, neverbalnega vedenja likov osme 
sezone britanske humoristične serije Moja družina iz leta 2008. Kot je obrazloženo v 
metodologiji naloge, so neverbalne komponente, tj. prozodija, mimika ali geste, vključene, 
kadar so ali relevantne za prepoznavo ironije in sarkazma ali kadar gre za neverbalno izražanje 
percepcije (gl. Ochs in Schieffelin [1989] 2009) s strani naslovnika. Prav tako so, kadar je to 
potrebno za lažje razumevanje interakcije med liki, predvsem pa za prepoznavo ironije in 
sarkazma, vključeni različni kontekstualni elementi in opisi. 
 Kot je obrazloženo v metodologiji naloge, se v nalogi analizira posamezne primere 
percepcije ironije in sarkazma s strani sogovorca, ne glede na identiteto tarče kritike oziroma 
posmeha in ne glede na vrsto negativne evalvacije s strani govorca (resna oziroma šaljiva). Prav 
tako je obrazloženo, da se ločuje med tarčo in naslovnikom oziroma sogovorcem zgolj, kadar 
je to potrebno, torej kadar govorčev sarkazem ali ironija usmerja negativno evalvacijo proti 
tarči, ki ni sogovorec. Zraven tega je ločnica med resno in šaljivo negativno evalvacijo 
izpostavljena v analizi v primerih, kadar sogovorec na govorčev sarkazem ali ironijo sam 
odgovori s sarkazmom ali ironijo, saj v teh primerih vrsta njegove negativne evalvacije razkriva 
njegovo lastno percepcijo sarkazma ali ironije s strani prejšnjega govorca. Namreč sogovorčev 
sarkazem ali ironija, ki izraža resno negativno evalvacijo tarče, razkriva njegovo užaljenost 
zaradi sarkazma ali ironije prejšnjega govorca. V nasprotnem primeru sogovorec implicira, da 
ga predhodno sarkastično ali ironično vedenje razveseljuje oziroma zabava.  
Kadar sogovorčeve reakcije na ironijo ali sarkazem ni mogoče zaslediti v videu, jo je 
nemogoče prepoznati in določiti. Enako velja, kadar naslovnik ni oseba, zato se tudi ti primeri 
obravnavajo, kot da reakcija ne bi bila vidna. Oboji primeri so posledično izvzeti iz štetja 
primerov, ki povzročijo užaljenost, in tistih, ki sogovorca zabavajo. Ker ima določeni primer 
sarkazma ali ironije lahko več sogovorcev, velja, da se upošteva prevladujoča reakcija, kar je 
prav tako obrazloženo v metodologiji naloge. 
 Rezultati praktične analize so pokazali, da so v celotnem empiričnem delu 403 primeri 
ironije in sarkazma skupaj. Od tega sarkazem pokriva 393 primerov, ironija pa preostalih 10. V 
primeru sarkazma je razvidnih 372 primerov sogovorčevih reakcij, v primeru ironije pa devet. 
V skupnem številu je torej mogoče določiti 381 primerov reakcij na skupno 403 primere 
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sarkazma in ironije. Prva hipoteza predpostavlja, da je večina sogovorčevih reakcij na ironijo 
in sarkazem vidnih v videu in jih je posledično mogoče analizirati. V skladu z ugotovitvami 
analize je torej prva hipoteza potrjena. Druga hipoteza predpostavlja, da je v analizirani sezoni 
serije več sarkazma kot ironije. Ta hipoteza je na podlagi navedenih rezultatov analize prav 
tako potrjena. Nadaljnja analiza je pokazala, da je sarkazem v 340 primerih sogovorca užalil, v 
preostalih 32 pa razveselil oziroma zabaval. Na te ugotovitve se navezuje tretja hipoteza, ki 
predvideva, da v analiziranem delu sarkazem v večini primerov naslovnika užali, v preostalih 
pa razveseli. Tretja hipoteza je torej prav tako potrjena. Zadnja, četrta, hipoteza predpostavlja, 
da ironija v večini primerov zabava sogovorca, v nasprotnih pa ga užali. Ker je analiza pokazala, 
da so sogovorci na ironijo v dveh primerih reagirali z veseljem, torej jih je zabavala, v preostalih 
sedem pa jih je užalila, je četrta hipoteza ovržena. Empirični del analoge vključuje tudi analizo 
in interpretacijo rezultatov. V tem delu so podani primeri, ki ilustrirajo posamezne izsledke, 
vezane na hipoteze. Razlaga rezultatov nato poskuša podati potencialne razloge, zakaj so ti 
takšni kot so. Recimo, zakaj je v nalogi več sarkazma kot ironije, zakaj obe vrsti humorja 
večinoma sogovorca užalita, zakaj v določenih primerih reakcije sogovorca ni mogoče 
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The appendix of the thesis includes the entire transcription of the eighth season of the British 
humorous series My Family (2008). Additionally, it contains the full account of analysed 
examples from the empirical data.  
 
12.1. TRANSCRIBED TEXT: MY FAMILY, SEASON 8, AND WHOLE 
ANALYSIS 
 
12.1.1. EPISODE 1: THE PARENT TRAP 
(BEN is in the living room, watching a new TV set he had bought. Enters JANEY.) 
JANEY: What are you watching? 
BEN: Everything. Look at it, Janey. 
1) JANEY: (shakes her head in dismay) Are you sure it’s big enough?  
[A sarcastic rhetorical question. Janey does not genuinely wonder whether the TV is big 
enough, but rather implies that it is too big, which can be seen from her dismayed face. The 
question is intended to criticise Ben for buying such a big TV. The target is thus personal.] 
BEN: (blessed face) Oh, it’s perfect. 
[Ben’s blessed face indicates he’s satisfied with the TV, and is not amused by Janey’s remark. 
Thus, certain offence is present.] 
2) JANEY: (smiles sarcastically) For a multiplex! 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s smile is sarcastic. Her sarcastic smile, together with the suggestion that the 
TV could be used for a multiplex, additionally supports her criticism directed at Ben for buying 
such a big TV. The target is again personal.] 
BEN: (blessed face) You are witnessing a primal ritual bond between man… and 
plasma.  
[Ben’s blessed face while looking at the TV indicates that he is not amused by Janey’s mockery. 
Ben is offended.] 




JANEY: Did you cry like this when I was born? 
BEN: Not like this, no. Whoa, look at it, Janey. Just look at that. That’s what I’ve been working 
my whole life for. This is what I deserve. 
JANEY: Who’s Mr MacIntyre?  
BEN: He’s the… He lives in number 18. All right, it’s his telly. I took delivery while he’s on 
holiday. 
3) JANEY: (smiles sarcastically) And nice of you to take it out of its box, and test it out for 
him. 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic smile indicates she does not really mean that it is nice that Ben took 
the neighbour’s TV out of the box.  
BEN: (slightly irritated face) What can I say? I’m a good neighbour. 
[Sarcasm. Since stealing one’s neighbour’s TV does not constitute something a good neighbour 
would do, and Ben knows it, there is a clash between Ben’s behaviour, and his claim that he is 
a good neighbour. This clash results in sarcasm. The target is personal, and the criticism 
conveyed is genuine, which is disclosed by Ben’s slightly irritated face. This implies that Ben 
is offended by Janey’s sarcastic remark.] 
JANEY: (annoyingly shakes her head) Anyway, do you wanna hear my news? 
[Janey’s annoyance indicates her offence at Ben’s sarcastic utterance.] 
BEN: Janey, I didn’t want to hear your news when I had a crap TV.  
JANEY: (leaves the living room) Mum! Mum, I had the most amazing date last night. His 
name’s Daniel, he’s really cute, and he’s got a huge… bank account.  
4) SUSAN: (annoyed face) He showed you his bank account on the first date?  
[A sarcastic RQ. On the basis of her facial expression, it is clear that Susan delivers criticism, 
as she finds it strange to show someone your bank account on the first date. The target is 
personal.] 
JANEY: (annoyed face) His cashpoint slip was just sitting there. (reproachful face) 
What was I going to do? Not look? 
[Sarcasm. It covers two consecutive sarcastic RQs. Janey’s reproachful face indicates that she 
does not genuinely wonder what her mother believes she was supposed to do, but rather she 
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criticises her mother, as she believes her behaviour was acceptable. She really believes she had 
the right to look at the cashpoint, which is what she implies through her second sarcastic RQ. 
Her annoyed face at the beginning, together with the reproachful one at uttering the sarcastic 
RQs, both indicate that the criticism she conveys is genuine; implying that Janey is offended at 
Susan’s sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) Janey, Janey, Janey. This grasping, avaricious attitude of yours 
– I wish I had it when I was your age.  
[Susan’s serious face indicates that she takes offence at Janey’s sarcastic RQ.] 
JANEY: And the best part – He’s a single dad. He has a son the same age as Kenzo. 
SUSAN: Oh, I don’t know, Janey. A divorcé?  
JANEY: No, no, no, it’s better than that. She’s dead! It’s perfect! 
(The doorbell rings. BEN opens the door, and sees ABI¸ and ROGER at the door.) 
ROGER: PC 3089, Special Constable Roger Bailey Jr… at you service.  
5) BEN: (deadpan face) You got a search warrant?  
[Sarcasm. A sarcastic rhetorical question (RQ). Ben, and Roger are friends, and he knows Roger 
is not there on duty, but has just stopped by at his house, as he commonly does. Ben’s facial 
expression (deadpan face) additionally signals that he does not genuinely wonder whether 
Roger has got a search warrant. Instead, he implies that Roger has not got it, and conveys 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
ROGER and ABI: (laugh) No. 
[Roger’s laughter indicates that he feels amused, not offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ.] 
(BEN shuts the door in front of them.) 
ROGER, ABI (knocking on the door): Ben! Ben! Ben! Ben! 
(BEN opens the door. ABI, and ROGER enter, laughing.) 
6) ABI: (to BEN) Oh, what are you like? (in a slightly irritated way) That is no way to treat 
an officer of the law. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Abi does not genuinely wonder about Ben’s behaviour. Instead, she implies 
that she, obviously, knows how Ben has behaved (she has just witnessed it), and implies that 
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his action has been wrong. Abi, thus, suggests that Ben should not have shot the door in front 
of their faces. This is further signalled by her second sentence, especially, since she says it in a 
slightly irritated manner. This way, she delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (smiles) Oh. 
[Ben’s smile indicates that he is amused, not offended, by Abi’s sarcastic RQ.] 
ROGER (to BEN): Er, part-time officer of the law.  
ABI: Mhm. (to BEN) He took a test to be part-time fireman, but he chafed on the pole. 
BEN: Ooh!  
(In the kitchen.) 
JANEY: And we got on brilliantly. Now it’s just a question of how the boys get on. If someone 
doesn’t like your kids, you’re pretty much a social pariah.  
7) SUSAN: (doubtful to slightly mocking face) Mm. 
[Sarcasm. Susan’s mimicry indicates that she is sceptical of Janey’s statement. This, together 
with the nuances of mockery in her facial expression contrast with her affirmative “Mm”, 
effecting in sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (serious face) What does that mean? 
[Janey’s serious face conveys her offence.] 
SUSAN: Nothing.  
JANEY: Well, they’re coming over tomorrow.  
SUSAN: OK: Then keep them away from Michael’s room. He has an essay to finish this week.  
8) JANEY: (deadpan to slightly mocking face) Oh, yes, God forbid we should disturb the 
golden child. (pretendedly inquisitive face) How is his walking on water coming along? 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s deadpan, and slightly mocking face indicates that she does not believe 
Michael should not be disturbed. Her sarcasm is further supported by the sarcastic RQ that 
follows. Michael is not walking on water, and she knows that. Note that an additional marker 
of the question being a sarcastic rhetorical one is Janey’s facial expression accompanying it. By 
using this RQ, she pretends to imply that Michael is very special (see “golden child” from the 
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previous sentence), and capable of walking on water, as if he had special abilities. This way, 
she merely delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (unamused face) Stop it, Janey. He got a distinction for his last essay. I’m very 
proud of him.  
[Susan’s mimicry, together with the fact that she is proud of her son, imply that she takes 
offence at Janey’s sarcasm.] 
JANEY: Mhm. Are you proud of me? 
9) SUSAN: Oh, darling. A mother is proud of her child, no matter how big a failure they 
are.  
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between the positive treatment of the target (Janey), and the 
negative one. Culpeper’s (2011) theory can hence be applied here. Being proud of someone 
constitutes complimenting on them, and it thus supposes an instance of a positive treatment of 
the target. Labelling someone as a failure, conversely, constitutes an insult, and consequently, 
a negative treatment of the target. This results in sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (smiles) Thanks, Mum. (offended face) 
[Janey’s offended face discloses her offence. She only acknowledges her mother’s criticism 
after thanking her.] 
(In the living room.) 
ROGER: Notepad. Pepper spray. Handcuffs. Oh.  
ABI: Sorry, Rog, I forgot to put them back. 
(Comes MICHAEL.) 
BEN: Aha, Mikey! Mikey, Mikey, Mikey. How was school? 
MICHAEL: I left school six months ago. I’m at university. 
BEN: That’s right. That’s what I said. You all right? You look a bit down.  
MICHAEL: I’ve got some heavy stuff I need to talk to Mum about. Not sure how she’s gonna 
take it.  
BEN: You don’t always have to run off to Mummy. I’m a parent too, you know. Good old Dad, 
eh? Always here for you. Come on, Mikey, out with it. A problem shared; problem solved.  
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MICHAEL: I’ve got my girlfriend pregnant.  
BEN: SUSAN! (to MICHAEL) Erm… I think your Mother’s better dealing with this than… (to 
SUSAN) SUSAN! 
(SUSAN comes.) 
SUSAN: You screamed? Yeah, Mikey has something he wants to tell you. Mi – Mikey.  
MICHAEL: Erm… Mum… you remember how caring, and supportive you were when Janey 
told you she was expecting? 
10) SUSAN: (laughs) I remember being furious.  
[Sarcasm. It results from the mismatch between the verbal, and non-verbal behaviour. Susan’s 
laughter clashes with the idea of her being furious. Hence, her laughter is sarcastic. Target is 
personal.] 
MICHAEL: (slightly frightened face) No. No, no, no, no, you weren’t. You were loving, 
and understanding.  
[Michael’s mimicry indicates he’s not amused by Susan’s sarcasm. He thus takes offence.] 
SUSAN: I don’t think so. 
BEN: No, no, er, read between the lines, Susan. Read between the lines.  
MICHAEL: And think of all the joy that little Kenzo’s brought you.  
BEN: (to MICHAEL) Yeah, she’s there. (Leaves the living room.) 
(In the bedroom.) 
SUSAN: I don’t know how this could have happened. I mean… Michael wears rubber gloves 
to take the rubbish out.  
BEN: Well, he swears he took precautions, but, er… (chuckles) – you know what this is, don’t 
you?  
SUSAN: Ben, stop. 
BEN: It’s, it’s the Harper sperm.  
SUSAN: Oh, please. 
BEN: Sorry, sorry. They haven’t invented a device that can contain them.  
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SUSAN: Much like toxic waste.  
11) (BEN smiles sarcastically.)  
[Sarcasm. Ben fakes a smile as a reply to Susan’s remark. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) Seriously, Ben, I’m so angry.  
[Susan’s upset face, together with her verbal reply, suggests that she is offended by Ben’s 
sarcastic smile.] 
BEN: Mm-hm, me too. What a silly boy.  
SUSAN: Not with Michael, with you.  
12) BEN: (serious to slightly upset face) Me? What have I done? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder what he has done. He implies that he has done 
nothing to make Susan angry, and delivers criticism towards her for stating that is she is angry 
with him. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) You should have let him know that things like this can happen if 
you’re not careful. 
[Susan’s mimics indicates that she is offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ.] 
BEN: You’d have thought he’d learned something when I told him he was an accident.  
SUSAN: YOU NEVER TOLD HIM THAT! 
BEN: There’s nothing to be gained from finger pointing.  
SUSAN: No, no, you’re right, you’re right. What’s happened’s happened.  
BEN: Exactly. It’s no good blaming each other. 
SUSAN: Right. Gets us – 
BEN, SUSAN: nowhere.  
13) BEN: Nowhere. Gets us nowhere. Gets us nowhere. I don’t… I don’t blame you. 
(SUSAN remains silent; there is a short pause; BEN looks slightly disappointed) And 
this is the bit where you say I don’t blame you either.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcasm occurs at the level of presupposition. His mimicry indicates that, by 
saying “And this is the bit…”, he merely pretends to presuppose that Susan does not know that 
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she should tell him that she does not blame him. Consequently, Ben pretends to believe that 
Susan believes that she does not know she should tell him that. Ben takes Susan’s silence as a 
further indicator of her refusing to meet his expectations, which is an additional signal of him 
being sarcastic at presuming that she does not know that she should tell him she does not blame 
him. And finally, Ben pretends to assume that Susan recognises that he believes that she does 
not know that she should tell him that. As Ben’s presupposition is sarcastic, what he truly 
presumes is that Susan should tell him she does not blame him. He, thus, genuinely presumes 
that Susan believes that she should tell him that, which is evident from his expectation about it. 
The latter is itself signalled by a pause that takes place immediately prior to Ben’s “And this is 
the bit…”. Ben’s pause indicates that he awaits Susan’s response, which signals that he believes 
that Susan recognises that he presumes that she should tell him she does not blame him. 
Additionally, Ben’s facial expression also indicates that he believes his presumption about 
Susan’s (lack of) behaviour to be part of their common ground. This is an additional support of 
such an analysis, as Stalnaker (1999) exposes the idea of presuppositions being related to the 
mutual knowledge between interlocutors. Ben’s sarcasm allows him to deliver criticism. Target 
is personal.]  
SUSAN: (angry face) No, but I do! You should have done something to warn him.  
[Susan’s angry face suggests she takes offence.] 
BEN: He’s had nearly 19 years of my grim, depressing existence. That would have put anyone 
off fatherhood for life.  
SUSAN: If you’d have proper father–son talks with him, none of this would be happening. 
14) BEN: (mocking face) Oh, just like your mother–daughter talks with Janey. (angry to 
mocking face) Riotous success they turned out to be.  
[Sarcasm. Ben suggests that Susan did not have mother–daughter talks with Janey, which can 
be seen both from the fact that she turned out riotous, and from his mocking facial expression. 
Additionally, Ben does not believe that a riotous chid is actually a success (as can be seen from 
his mimicry), hence the scope of sarcasm in this case extends over the last sentence as well. 
Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyed face displays her taking offence.] 




SUSAN: It’s just occurred to me.  
BEN: What? 
SUSAN: Janey got pregnant; Michael’s got somebody pregnant. 
BEN: Mhm. 
SUSAN: That means… Nick’s the responsible one.  
BEN: Oh, God. 
(In the living room.) 
MICHAEL: (on the phone) Yeah, OK. I’ll talk to my Mum, and Dad about it. Call you later.  
JANEY: You can’t sit there. Kenzo’s friend Joshua is coming round.  
(MICHAEL moves.) 
JANEY: You can’t sit there either.  
MICHAEL: How big is this kid? 
15) JANEY: Look, you. He’s coming round with his father. They’ll be here any minute 
(annoyed face), so can you just shift? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey’s annoyed face suggests that she does not simply ask Michael to move; 
she implies she needs to move, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (stands up; annoyed face) OK, OK, I get it. You’re on the pull. I’ll leave 
you to it. I’ve got work to do anyway. (leaves) 
[Michael’s facial expression reveals his offence at Janey’s sarcasm.] 
JANEY: Thank you. Oh! And, Mike, I meant to say – well done, you! Mum told me your news.  
16) MICHAEL: (annoyed face) Oh, perfect! You get your girlfriend pregnant, and the 
whole bloody world has to know. 
[Sarcasm. Michael believes his mother has told Janey about his girlfriend’s pregnancy, and he 
does not like it. Hence, there is a clash between a broader context (of having a pregnant 
girlfriend), and the situation in which Janey finds this out. Michael believes this to be anything 
but perfect. Hence, sarcasm covers the expression “perfect”. Therefore, Michael finds it 
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absolutely terrible. This is additionally cued by his mimicry, and a prominent stress on 
“perfect”. His sarcasm extends to the last sentence as well, which is evident from the clash 
between verbal, and non-verbal behaviour (mimicry). Hence, Michael does not believe 
everyone has to know that his girlfriend is pregnant; in fact, he does not want anyone else to 
find it out, which can be seen from his angry face. This allows him to deliver criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
JANEY: (slightly amused face) I was talking about your essay results.  
[Janey’s mimics reveals that she is amused by Michael’s sarcasm.] 
MICHAEL: Yeah, so was I.  
17) JANEY: (laughs sarcastically) You have got a girl pregnant! Oh, Michael! (hugs him) 
You Idiot!  
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic laughter already on its own indicates sarcasm. The discrepancy 
between the verbal insult “you idiot”, and laughter (non-verbal) at the end is an additional 
marker of sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (mocking to criticising face) Says my wonderful sister, whose legs have 
two different postcodes.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcasm here consists of two parts. First, there is a mismatch between the 
“wonderful sister”, and the second clause implying Janey’s promiscuous behaviour. Together 
with Michael’s mimicry, it reveals his negative assessment of her conduct. This clash signals 
part of Michael’s sarcasm. The other part is focused on the expression “wonderful”. The word 
“wonderful” denotes a positive emotion. It clashes with the negatively-charged environment of 
the utterance. The latter consists of Michael’s mimicry, his criticism of Janey in the second 
clause, and the broader context (their row). Therefore, what Michael really believes is that his 
sister is terrible. All this suggests that Michael delivers criticism that is serious in nature, 
indicating that he has taken offence at Janey’s sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (sarcastic laughter) Says my wonderful brother, who seems to have gone from 
virgin to father in one night. Well, I’m genuinely happy.  
[Sarcasm. Janey’ sarcastic laughter is indicative of sarcasm. Hence, she does not believe her 
brother is wonderful either. This belief is further implied through the idea that Michael both 
lost his virginity, and got a girl pregnant, something Janey does not find positive, as seen from 
her sarcastic laughter. The scope of her sarcastic laughter covers the whole utterance, and thus 
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implying she’s anything but happy for Michael. Her criticism is genuine, meaning that she has 
taken offence at Michael’s sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (disappointed face) Cos now I’m the screw-up?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not genuinely ask Janey whether she believes he was a “screw-
up”. He implies that he knows she thinks this, which is seen from his disappointed face, He 
delivers criticism through a sarcastic RQ because of Janey’s earlier mockery. His criticism is 
genuine, indicating that he has been offended by Janey’s sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (laughs sarcastically) Just happy to pass the baton.  
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm. Her mockery is genuine; namely, she 
has taken offence at Michael’s sarcastic RQ. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks annoyed.) 
[Michael’s annoyance indicates that he has taken offence.] 
(MICHAEL leaves. DANIEL, and JOSHUA come.) 
JANEY: Daniel, come in. 
DANIEL: Thanks.  
JANEY: And you must be Joshua. (to KENZO) Kenzo, Josh is here! (to DANIEL) So, you 
found us, all right?  
DANIEL: Yeah, no problem.  
JANEY: Good. 
(Comes KENZO.) 
JANEY: Kenzo… this is Josh. Josh, this is Kenzo. Look, Kenzo, why don’t you take Josh 
upstairs, and show him your toys, hmm? (to JOSHUA) OK? Come on. 
(KENZO, and JOSHUA go upstairs.) 
JANEY: Well, that went well.  
DANIEL: Yeah, that went great.  
(In the bedroom, BEN, and SUSAN are changing the bedsheets.) 
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BEN: Here’s a corner. Show me a corner, show me a corner. 
SUSAN: Please.  
BEN: Go on. 
SUSAN: Please.  
BEN: Hello, corner! 
SUSAN: Hello, corner.  
BEN: How are you doing? Let’s go, and find the other corner, shall we? 
SUSAN: Yes, why don’t we? 
BEN: Here we go! No, no, no.  
SUSAN: Oh, Ben! Oh, Ben! 
(BEN, and SUSAN entangle into the duvet cover while changing it. They end up covered with 
it on the bed.) 
MICHAEL: Mum! 
SUSAN: We’re here. Trying to stuff the duvet into the duvet cover.  
MICHAEL: (enters the bedroom) Oh, please tell me that’s not code for something. 
(BEN, and SUSAN uncover themselves, and stand up.) 
BEN: (to SUSAN) And… there. Look at that. Nothing to it.  
MICHAEL: Mum, Dad, I need to have a word with you.  
BEN: What for? 
SUSAN: (slaps BEN’s buttocks; to BEN) Oh, please. 
BEN: (to SUSAN) Ooh. What? (to MICHAEL) Oh, sorry.  
MICHAEL: I’ve been talking with Nikki.  
BEN: Nikki? Who’s Nikki? 
SUSAN: His girlfriend. They’ve been going out for nearly three months.  
BEN: I’ve never met her.  
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SUSAN: That’s why they’ve been going out for nearly three months. 
BEN: Oh.  
SUSAN: Sorry, darling, you were saying? 
MICHAEL: Nikki’s spoken to her mum, and dad, and they thought it might be a good idea if 
they came round to discuss the situation.  
SUSAN, BEN: Absolutely – 
BEN: not! 
SUSAN: You think it’s a bad idea? 
18) BEN: Yeah. Of course… What, having an irate father with a shotgun round here? Not 
the most (exaggeratedly obvious face) brilliant thing I’ve ever heard, you know? 
[Sarcasm. The main scope of sarcasm here covers the expression “brilliant”. Ben does not, of 
course, believe that hosting an angry person with a weapon at their house is a brilliant idea. It 
is anything, but brilliant. This is additionally supported by the exaggerated stress on the word 
“brilliant”, accompanied by Ben’s exaggeratedly obvious face, indicating that it should have 
been obvious to Susan as well that it is not a good idea. Additionally, sarcasm extends over the 
RQ (“What, having an irate father. . .”) as well. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s mimicry suggests that she has been offended by Ben’s sarcasm.] 
MICHAEL: They only wanna talk, Dad. That’s all. Mr, and Mrs Baker thought – 
(BEN laughs.) 
SUSAN: Something funny? 
BEN: No, no, no, it’s not funny. It’s ironic, really, that they’re called Bakers, and their 
daughter’s got a bun in the oven. Yeah, I guess you have to be in the right frame of mind. 
SUSAN: Ask them when they’re free, will you, Michael? 
MICHAEL: Erm, there is one other thing. Need to borrow £1000.  
BEN, SUSAN: Absolutely – 
SUSAN: not! (to BEN) You’re saying yes? 
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BEN: Yep.  
SUSAN: You don’t even know what he wants it for. 
BEN: It’s obvious. Change of identity, new passport, airline tickets. I’ll get me chequebook.  
MICHAEL: No, that’s not what it’s for. I’ve decided to tie the knot.  
19) BEN: (laughs) It’s a bit late for that, Mikey! 
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to presuppose that Michael could get married only prior to having a 
sexual intercourse; something that used to be especially common in the past, and is still 
practised by some. Ben’s laughter indicates that he does not genuinely believe it is too late for 
Michael to marry his girlfriend. He only pretends to believe it, and implies the opposite of this 
belief: Michael can, of course, still marry her. Target is personal.] 
(MICHAEL looks irritated.) 
[Michael’s reaction suggests he is offended by Ben’s sarcastic comment.] 
MICHAEL: Mum, Dad… 
BEN: Yeah? 
MICHAEL: I’m gonna ask Nikki to marry me, and I need to get an engagement ring.  
20) BEN: Blimey. (shocked face) Come on, Mikey, Mikey, a thousand pounds? Good God, 
that’s the kind of money you spend before you sleep with them. (to SUSAN) Well, it is. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether it is a suitable amount of money for 
an engagement ring, but rather implies that it is too much money to spend for it, hence certain 
criticism is conveyed. This is additionally supported by Ben’s shocked face. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks disappointed.) 
[Michael’s disappointment indicates he has taken offence at Ben’s sarcastic RQ.] 
(In the living room.) 
DANIEL: Say, “Thank you for having me,” Joshua. 
JOSHUA: Thank you.  
JANEY: Oh, you’re welcome. And we’ll see you tomorrow, all right? Bye. (to DANIEL) Bye. 
DANIEL: Bye.  
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JANEY: I… think Joshua’s playing with the traffic.  




JANEY: So… how did you, and Josh get on? 
KENZO: Don’t like him. 
JANEY: Oh, of course you do. 
KENZO: Don’t.  
JANEY: Mummy likes him.  
KENZO: You be his friend, then.  
JANEY: But he wants to be your friend.  
KENZO: He was nasty.  
JANEY: Nasty people can be fun. Look at your Grandad.  
KENZO: True. 
JANEY: Well, it would be really helpful to Mummy if you could like him. Hmm? 
(JANEY leaves.) 
KENZO: Don’t like you either.  
(BEN is in the living room with NIKKI’s parents.) 
BEN: Er, wh… why don’t we sit? On this… little seat, here. (to SUSAN) Susan! (to NIKKI’s 
parents) OK.  
MR. BAKER: That’s a bit of an excessively large television you’ve got there. 
BEN: Oh, thank you very much. I mean, I’m thinking of getting an even bigger one, you know, 
but, er, hey, don’t tell Susan.  
21) MRS. BAKER: (shocked face, upset voice) You keep secrets from your wife? 
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[A sarcastic RQ. Mrs. Baker’s mimicry, and tone of voice suggest that she does not genuinely 
inquire Ben about whether he keeps secrets from his wife. Instead, she acknowledges his 
suggestion that Susan should not know about him planning to buy an even bigger TV, and 
conveys criticism for it. Target is personal.] 
BEN: Oh, God, yes. (laughs) 
[Ben’s laughter indicates that he is entertained, not offended by Mrs. Baker’s sarcastic RQ.] 
22) MR BAKER: There’s no need for blasphemy, thank you.  
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between the first, and the second part of the verbal behaviour. In the 
first part, Mr. Baker criticises Ben, accusing him of blasphemy. In the second one, he thanks 
him for it. The reason for Mr. Baker’s accusation lies in Ben’s prior allusion to God, 
accompanied by laughter, which is understood by Mr. Baker as mocking towards God, and 
hence blasphemous. Since Mr. Baker feels offended by Ben’s behaviour, something that is clear 
from his criticising him, it is obvious that his thanking is not sincere, but sarcastic. Namely, Mr. 
Baker’s sarcastic scope covers “thank you”. Target is personal.] 
(BEN looks serious.) 
[The change in Ben’s facial expression from laughter to serious suggests that he has taken 
offence.] 
BEN: This is… This is funny. This is fu… I mean, I think it’s funny. It makes me laugh. But, 
you know, the fact that you are the Bakers, and you’ve got a daughter with a… 
(Enters SUSAN). 
SUSAN: Chips, and dips, anyone? Well, this is a tricky business that we’re going to have to 
deal with, isn’t it? 
MRS. BAKER: To put it mildly, Mrs. Harper. And we’re very disappointed in Michael. Nikki’s 
always spoken so highly of him.  
SUSAN: In Michael’s defence, he did think he had been careful. 
MR. BAKER: Nikki hasn’t got pregnant on her own, Mrs. Harper.  
23) BEN: No, or we’d be waiting for the Three Wise Men to turn up! (laughs) 
[Sarcasm. “The Three Wise Men” part alludes to the Virgin Mary’s immaculate conception. On 
the surface, Ben thus suggests that the same could have happened to the Bakers’ daughter Nikki. 
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Since, as he knows that this is impossible, it is clear that he merely pretends to believe such a 
thing could have happened. His mere pretence is additionally signalled by his laughter at the 
end of the utterance. Hence, Ben implies that they would not be waiting for the Three Wise 
Men, and delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
(MR., and MRS. BAKER look upset.) 
[It is clear from the Bakers’ mimicry that they are offended by Ben’s sarcasm.] 
MRS BAKER: I don’t find that remark particularly funny, Mr. Harper. 
SUSAN: It’s how my husband deals with stress, by being an idiot.  
MR. BAKER: Question is, how do we deal with this… situation? 
SUSAN: Well, we have some good news for you. Michael is willing to do the responsible thing, 
and marry Nikki.  
24) MRS. BAKER: (appalled face) Marriage? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mrs. Baker’s appalled face signals her criticism, rather than a genuine need 
for Susan to clarify herself. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence at the sarcastic RQ.] 
MR. BAKER: The Bible clearly says that marriage is a commitment. It shouldn’t be an excuse 
to make hasty, bad decisions.  
25) BEN: Was for us. (laughs) 
[Irony. There is a clash between Ben’s suggesting that he, and Susan married as an excuse for 
a hasty, bad decision; and his posterior laughter. The discrepancy between the verbal content 
of the utterance, and mimicry results in irony. Target is not a human being.] 
(MRS. BAKER looks a bit upset.) 
[Mrs. Baker’s face indicates that she is offended.] 
MR. BAKER: (serious face) Are you saying that you two had to get married? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mr. Baker does not genuinely want to confirm Ben’s proposition disclosed 
earlier. Instead, he conveys a serious criticism through the sarcastic RQ, meaning that he has 
taken offence. This is further supported by his serious face. Target is personal.] 
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 (BEN laughs.) 
[Ben’s laughter suggests that he is amused, not offended.] 
SUSAN: No, no, no, no, no. We had planned to get married, the pregnancy just moved things 
up a bit. 
MRS. BAKER: So, your eldest son was nearly a bastard? 
BEN: No nearly about it.  
SUSAN: Ben! 
MR. BAKER: Mr. Harper, we feel the responsible thing is for you to make a sensible financial 
contribution to the child’s future. Say, £20, 000? 
26) BEN: (mocking face) 20, 000 quid? Are you… are you… are you out of your mind? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether Mr. Baker is out of his mind. Instead, 
he implies it, and conveys mockery. That the RQ is sarcastic is further signalled by Ben’s 
mocking face. Target is personal.] 
(MR., and MRS. BAKER look serious.) 
MR. BAKER: As Proverbs 17:27 teaches us, a man of knowledge uses words with restraint.  
[The facial expressions on the Bakers’ faces indicate that they have taken offence. Mr. Baker’s 
affront is further signalled by his implication that people should be careful at what they say.] 
27) BEN: Where does it say anything about 20, 000 quid? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Since Mr. Baker cites the Bible to give a lesson on how to behave, Ben 
pretends to believe that the Bible also says something about paying £20, 000 in such a situation, 
as Mr. Baker wants them to pay this amount of money to them. Apart from only pretending that 
the Bible could contain such an instruction, or rule, Ben, naturally, conveys criticism as well. 
Target is personal.] 
 (MR. BAKER looks serious.) 
[Mr. Baker’s serious face indicates offence.] 
MRS. BAKER: I’m offended by your tone, Mr. Harper. There is no way we would let our 
daughter marry your son. He has no idea how to curb his appetites.  
SUSAN: Your daughter’s not been exactly anorexic in that department.   
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28) MRS. BAKER: And what about your daughter? Obviously, the apple hasn’t fallen far 
from the tree there.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Mrs. Baker does not genuinely inquire about Janey. She knows she is a single 
mum, and has a small child. Mrs. Baker thus uses the sarcastic RQ to convey criticism. This is 
further supported by her claim that Janey’s behaviour resembles the one of their parents, as they 
too, as disclosed earlier by Ben got married, because of pregnancy. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (appalled face) Say something, Ben! 
[Susan’s mimics suggests that she is offended by Mrs. Baker’s sarcastic RQ.] 
BEN: Well, I’m trying, but she’s really got me on that one. 
MRS. BAKER: We are trying to give you the opportunity to atone for those terrible, sinful 
mistakes you’ve made on your family.  
BEN: Take more than 20 grand to do that.  
29) SUSAN: SHUT UP, BEN! (to MR., and MRS. BAKER) HOW DARE YOU COME 
INTO THIS HOUSE, AND INSULT MY FAMILY? This meeting is over. Get out. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely inquire the Bakers on their right to come into her 
home, and insult her family, but rather implies that they do not have this right. This is further 
supported by her shouting. She conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
(MR., and MRS. BAKER look serious.) 
[The Bakers are clearly offended by Susan’s sarcastic RQ.] 
MR. BAKER: We were hoping that you’d be reasonable people, but clearly, we were wrong.  
SUSAN: You’re not the first to make that mistake. 
30) MR. BAKER: (leaving with his wife; upset face) We’ll say goodbye, then.  
[Sarcasm. Mr. Baker does not sincerely want to say farewell to the Harpers, since he, and his 
wife are offended at their behaviour. This is further substantiated by his upset face. Target is 
personal.] 
(BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
SUSAN: (irritated face) Good night. 
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[Sarcasm. Susan does not wish the Bakers to have a good night either. This is further supported 
by her irritated face, which also signals that her criticism is genuine, and that, consequently, she 
has taken offence. Target is personal.] 
MRS. BAKER: (while leaving the living room) I have never been so insulted in my life.  
MR. BAKER: (while leaving the living room) Nor have I. 
MRS. BAKER: (while leaving the house) I am absolutely appalled! 
[From the Baker’s comments, it is clear that they are offended by Susan’s sarcasm.] 
 (MR., and MRS. BAKER leave, and shut the door behind them.) 
BEN: What do you think? Church wedding? 
SUSAN: Yes. 
(In the kitchen.) 
SUSAN: And you’d think a couple of Bible jockeys like them would be only too happy to see 
their daughter married.  
BEN: Yep. Still, Michael’s off the hook, thank God.  
SUSNA: Yes. He’d be an idiot to marry at 18.  
BEN: Stupid! Stupid! I mean, by the time his kid’s grown up, the randy little sod’d be 40. That’s 
20 years of his life down the toilet.  
31) MICHAEL: (serious face) You two do know I’m sitting here, don’t you? 
[Sarcasm. Michael does not seek a genuine confirmation whether his parents realise that he is 
sitting next to them at the time of their conversation about his life. Instead, he delivers criticism, 
because of their behaviour. Michael’s criticism is additionally supported by his serious face. 
Target is personal.]   
 (BEN looks serious.) 
SUSAN: Sorry, darling, we’re just worried about you, that’s all.  
[Susan’s apology, and Ben’s serious face both indicate that they are not amused by Michael’s 
sarcasm. They are thus offended.] 
MICHAEL: Still gonna ask Nikki to marry me. 
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32) BEN: (disappointed face) Why? No one expects you to do that.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask for a reason why Michael will marry Nikki. He 
implies that such a reason does not exist, and delivers criticism. This is additionally supported 
by his serious face. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (slightly upset face) Because it will give my life focus, meaning. 
[Michael’s facial expression discloses that he has taken offence.] 
SUSAN: That’s so romantic.  
33) BEN: (to SUSAN) It’s completely mental. (to MICHAEL) Why do you wanna get 
married when you’ve been handed a get out of jail free card? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder about the possible causes for Michael’s 
decision. He implies that he should not get married, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks annoyed.) 
[Michael’s annoyance suggests that he is offended.] 
SUSAN: Here. 
MICHAEL: What’s this?  
SUSAN: If you’re determined to marry Nikki, I think you should have this. 
MICHAEL: Wow.  
34) BEN: (upset face) Hang on, where did you get that from? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not seriously want to know where Susan got the ring. He conveys 
his negative assessment instead. This is further supported by his upset face.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face; irritated voice) I found it wrapped up at the back of your sock 
drawer where you hid it. I know all your hiding places.  
[Sarcasm. Susan pretends to presume Ben’s questions was sincere, and thus she treats it as such, 
and answers it. She does it with an annoying face, and a bit irritated voice, which further suggest 
that she delivers criticism, and does not just respond to Ben’s question. On the basis of her 
mimicry, and tone of voice, it is clear that her negative evaluative attitude is genuine, meaning 
that she is offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks a bit embarrassed, and annoyed.) 
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[Ben’s mimicry indicates his offence.] 
MICHAEL: It’s beautiful. 
BEN: It’s beaut… It’s not. It’s gaudy. Look at it, it’s tasteless, old-fashioned. Nikki, Nikki 
won’t like that.  
SUSAN: (to MICHAEL) It was your grandmother’s engagement ring. By rights, your father 
should have given it to me, but never did. 
35) BEN: (pretendedly apologetic face) Oh, forgive me! I would have prised it from my 
mother’s finger, but, as she was still alive, she might have put up a bit of a struggle.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not genuinely seek Susan’s forgiveness. Instead, he suggests that he does 
not have to ask for her forgiveness, as he could not have given her the ring, provided his mother 
was still alive, when they got engaged. Ben’s sarcasm is additionally signalled by his 
pretendedly apologetic face. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
SUSAN: (to MICHAEL) Now I think you should have it.  
BEN: No, no. It’s an heirloom.   
SUSAN: That’s what an heirloom is, Ben – something you pass down through the family.  
BEN: No, an heirloom is something you hold on to, and cherish, until your wife dies, and you 
buy a sports car.  
SUSAN: Give it to him, Ben. 
BEN: No. 
36) SUSAN: (cynical face) You want me to tell Michael what else is in your sock drawer? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not really wonder whether Ben would like her to tell Michael about 
other items he has in his sock drawer. This way she merely pretends to ponder this idea. Instead, 
she delivers criticism. This is completely obvious from her facial expression. Target is 
personal.] 
(BEN looks slightly worried, and gives MICHAEL the ring back.) 
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[Ben’s slightly worried face, together with the fact that he returns Michael the ring, suggests 
that he is offended by Susan’s sarcastic RQ.] 
(Doorbell rings. MICHAEL opens the door, and sees NIKKI sobbing.) 
MICHAEL: Nikki! Come in. What’s wrong? Here, I’ll take that. 
NIKKI: My parents chucked me out of the house! 
MICHAEL: Oh, just calm down. Don’t be stressed. It’s bad for the baby. 
NIKKI: Oh, Michael, what are we gonna do? 
MICHEAL: I’ll figure something out. Don’t worry. Shh. Shh. Shh. 
BEN: Shh!  
37) MICHAEL: (to BEN) (slightly irritated face) Are you ever going back to work? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not genuinely wonder whether his father will go back to work. 
His facial expression, and the wholesome context of Ben interrupting Michael’s comforting of 
Nikki imply that Ben should return to work already. This way, Michael delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
BEN: (deadpan face) I don’t have any patients till Thursday.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s deadpan face, and the actual providing of a reason why he is not at work 
suggest that he pretends to take Michael’s sarcastic RQ as a sincere question. Hence, Ben’s 
sarcasm is directed at his presupposition that Michael’s question was a genuine one. 
Additionally, Ben’s mimicry suggests that his negative assessment is genuine; namely, he takes 
offence. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (annoyed face) It is Thursday.  
[Michael’s annoyance signals his offence.] 
BEN: That’s what waiting rooms are for. (to NIKKI) Hello! I’m Ben Harper, Michael’s father.  
(NIKKI sobs even more.) 
38) BEN: (rolls his eyes; mocking face) Sorry, what did I say? (serious face) I didn’t 




[Sarcasm. It consists of two consecutive sarcastic RQs. This is indicated by the mismatch 
between Ben’s first question, and the rest of his utterance. It is clear that Ben does not genuinely 
inquire what he said, but instead implies he has not said anything wrong. From second sarcastic 
RQ (“I didn’t mention anything….”), it is clear that he does not sincerely wonder whether he 
has said anything about unmarried mothers. He implies that he has not, and delivers criticism. 
The latter is further signalled by his allusion to the (unwanted) idea of unmarried mothers, and 
knows that Nikki has been thrown out of the house for that. His sarcasm is additionally signalled 
by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
(MICHAEL is upset, and NIKKI cries even stronger.) 
[Since Michael is upset, it is obvious that he has taken offence.] 
39) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) What? What’s the matter?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder what is wrong. He implies that he has not 
done anything wrong, and delivers criticism. This is additionally supported by his sarcastic 
laughter, indicative of mockery. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (upset face) Dad, we need to have a serious talk.  
[Michael’s upset face discloses his offence.] 
BEN: OK. 
MICHAEL: Right now.  
BEN: I understand. It’s all right, Michael. I’m here for you.  
MICHAEL: Nikki’s gonna move in with us.  
BEN: Mm-hm. Susan! Susan! Susan! 
SUSAN: What’s wrong? What have you done?  
40) BEN: (reproachful face) Why do you always assume it’s my fault?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask Susan about her presumptions. He implies that 
she always wrongfully accuses him of something he has not done, which is further supported 
by his mimicry. This way, Ben conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) Experience.  
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
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MICHAEL: Mum, this is Nikki. Her parents have kicked her out of the house. She’s got 
nowhere to stay; I was thinking she could share with me.  
41) BEN: (slightly mocking face) Why not? She’s already in the club, you can’t do any more 
damage.  
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to presume that Michael’s suggestion about Nikki sharing with him 
implies that they would sleep together, which can be inferred from his idea that Michael cannot 
do any more “damage” to her, as he has already got her pregnant anyway. Instead, what Michael 
really wanted to say – and Ben knows it – is that he, and Nikki should share a room together, 
as she has nowhere else to go. Ben’s sarcastic presupposition is further supported by his slightly 
mocking face. Target is personal.] 
[Michael’s reaction is not evident from the video.] 
SUSAN: Nikki, you’re always welcome here. (to BEN) This is how we behave in a crisis. (to 
MICHAEL, NIKKI, and BEN) A family together, united, shoulder to shoulder, it’s the 
Harper way.  
42) BEN: (pretendedly wondering face) It… Is it? Is it? Ah, it doesn’t ring any bells with 
me.  
[Sarcastic RQ. There is a clash between Ben’s asking about whether this is truly the Harper 
way, and the rest of his utterance, indicating that he does not recall this to be the Harper way. 
As Ben implies this is not the Harper way, in conjunction with his facial expression, it is evident 
that the question is a sarcastic rhetorical one. Ben merely delivers criticism. Target is personal.]  
 (SUSAN gives BEN a harsh look.) 
[Susan’s mimicry indicates her offence.] 
MICHAEL: Mum, Dad, I’ve been thinking. 
43) BEN: Oh, makes a change. (slightly suggestive face combined with mockery) 
[Sarcasm. What Michael really wanted to say was that he has got a plan. Ben, conversely, 
pretends that Michael wanted to suggest that he has now actually started to use his brain. Hence, 
there is a pretence at the level of presupposition. Ben’s sarcasm is further signalled by his 
suggestive face, mixed with mockery, both indicating that Michael should have really started 
to think about his future before. Ben delivers criticism for Michael not acting responsibly 
before. Target is personal.] 
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 (MICHAEL looks irritated.) 
[Michael’s irritation displays his offence.] 
MICHAEL: I’ve been thinking – when I propose to Nikki, I want my family, and friends around 
me.  
BEN: So, basically, just family.  
44) MICHAEL: (slightly annoyed face) Yeah, thanks, Dad. 
[Sarcasm. Michael’s mimicry indicates he does not give a genuine thanks to his father, but 
rather delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN smiles sarcastically, displaying genuine mockery.) 
[Ben’s sarcastic smile conveying genuine mockery suggests that he is not amused, but offended 
by Michael’s sarcasm.] 
 (MICHAEL looks annoyed.) 
[Michael’s annoyance indicates that he is offended by Ben’s sarcastic smile.] 
SUSAN: That sounds wonderful, Michael. 
45) BEN: Wonderful? What? Has everyone in this house gone completely insane? We are 
inviting a… a pregnant girl into this house, and you think it’s wonderful? 
[Sarcastic RQs. Sarcasm here encompasses Ben’s entire utterance, which consists of sarcastic 
RQs. Ben does not believe the idea to be wonderful. He implies it is terrible. He does not 
genuinely wonder whether everyone has gone mad, but suggests that everyone is crazy. He 
finds the idea of welcoming a pregnant girl into their house an awful one. He delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN, and MICHAEL look annoyed.) 
[Susan, and Michael’s mimicry suggests that they are offended.] 
SUSAN: Nikki, I’ll show you up to Michael’s room.  
NIKKI: Oh, that’s OK. I know where it is.  
MICHAEL: Well, actually that was my parents’ room. Mine’s down the hall.  
NIKKI: (to SUSAN) Thank you!   (to BEN) Thank you so much! Thank you.  
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(NIKKI, and MICHAEL leave.) 
BEN: I’m burning those sheets. 
SUSAN: Way ahead of you.  
(JANEY opens the door.) 
JANEY: Hi. 
DANIEL: Hi. 
JANEY: (to JOSUA) Hello. Kenzo’s upstairs. Why don’t you go up, and say hi? 
DANIEL: Yeah, why don’t you go, and play with Kenzo? Now. 
JOSHUA: Oh! 
(JOSHUA leaves.) 
JANEY: It’s great to see them get along, isn’t it? 
DANIEL: Yeah.  
JANEY: Did Josh say anything about Kenzo? 
DANIEL: Loved him! Did Kenzo say anything about Joshua? 
JANEY: Couldn’t stop talking about him. You know, it was fun to watch them get along in the 
playground yesterday. 
DANIEL: Yeah, that was great. Oh, look, sorry about Joshua not letting Kenzo off the 
roundabout. 
JANEY: Oh, it’s fine. It’s fine. Yeah, Kenzo throws up at the playground all the time.  
DANIEL: Oh, listen, and thanks for the gift. You weren’t to know that Joshua can’t eat peanuts.  
JANEY: Oh, well, at least we all got to ride in an ambulance.  
DANIEL: Yeah, that was great. 
JANEY: Yeah. No, we’re kind of a nice little group, aren’t we? You, me, Kenzo, and Josh. 
DANIEL: Actually, Janey, I’ve got a problem with Josh. 
JANEY: Yeah. No, he can be a bit aggressive, can’t he? 
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DANIEL: No, I mean, I don’t like him being called Josh. I prefer Joshua.  
JANEY: Oh, yeah! No, that… That is what I meant too. I…  
DANIEL: But you… What, you think he’s too aggressive?  
JANEY: Well… It is slightly aggressive to spin a child until they projectile vomit.  
DAMIEL: Well, he wasn’t going that fast. Maybe Kenzo needs to toughen up a bit.  
46) JANEY: (slightly irritated face) And become a bully like your son?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not genuinely wonder whether her son should become a bully. 
Instead she implies that he will not become a bully like Joshua. This is further signalled by her 
mimicry. She delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
DANIEL: (serious face) Well, at least my son can hold down his lunch.  
[Daniel’s mimicry suggests he is offended.] 
47) JANEY: Unless it’s peanuts, then it’s all (mocking face, and voice) “Ooh, ooh, let’s call 
an ambulance!” 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s imitation of Daniel’s behaviour is a sarcastic echo, as she adopts a 
dissociative stance towards it in order to deliver mockery, which is evident from her mimicry, 
and prosody. Target is personal.] 
DANIEL: (upset face) Well, (sarcastic face) excuse me for trying to protect my child, 
mother of the year.  
[Sarcasm. Daniel does not really believe Janey to be an exemplary mother, which is seen from 
his sarcastic face, and voice (with an exaggerated emphasis on “mother of the year”). 
Additionally, the scope of sarcasm here covers the first part of the utterance as well. Daniel 
does thus not really apologise for protecting his child. In the first part, there is a clash between 
apologising, and protecting one’s child. As Daniel deems the protection of his child suitable, it 
is clear that his apology is sarcastic. His mimicry, and prosody further signal this. Since Daniel’s 
sarcasm conveys genuine criticism, it is clear that he is offended. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (mocking face) Mother of the year? At least I taught my kid an ounce of 
sensitivity toward other human beings.  
[A sarcastic RQ. As is seen from her facial expression, as well as from the second part of the 
utterance, Janey does not genuinely ask Daniel for a confirmation of what he has said, but 
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instead implies that she is a good mother, which is further supported by her claim that she taught 
her son how to be considerate towards others. She delivers serious criticism, which suggests 
that she is offended. Target is personal.] 
DANIEL: (upset face) My Joshua is very sensitive. I’ll have you know; he’s had 
nightmares.  
[Daniel’s upset face signals his offence.] 
48) JANEY: (mocking face, voice, and gestures) Oh, poor little peanut boy has nightmares. 
What a shock! 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s mocking non-verbal language indicates that she does not believe that Joshua 
is a poor little peanut boy, resulting in her utterance being sarcastic. Note that sarcasm here 
covers the entire utterance, as she is not genuinely shocked by the fact that Joshua has 
nightmares. She does not believe this to be a valid indicator of sensitivity. Target is personal.] 
DANIEL: (upset face; to JANEY) I’ve had enough of this. (to JOSHUA) Joshua!  
[Daniel’s reaction signals his offence.] 
49) DANIEL: (mocking face; to JANEY) Oh, Joshua! (to JOSHUA) We’re leaving.  
[Sarcasm. Daniel’s “Oh, Joshua!” directed at Janey is sarcastic, since he does it with an 
exaggerated stress on “Joshua”, to remind her that his son is not Josh, but Joshua. Daniel’s 
sarcasm is additionally signalled by his mimicry as well. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (irritated face) Yes, come on.  
[Janey’s irritated face displays that she is offended.] 
50) JANEY: (mocking voice; to JOSHUA) Josh! Josh! Joshie! Josh! Josh! Josh! Josh! Josh! 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s mocking voice, together with her calling out “Josh”, and “Joshie”, which is 
something she was asked not to do by Daniel, both indicate that she is being sarcastic, delivering 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (DANIEL looks annoyed.) 
[Daniel’s annoyance indicates his offence.] 
(KENZO, and JOSHUA come.) 




KENZO: We’re having fun. We’re friends now.  
JOSHUA: (to KENZO) Do you wanna finish our game? 
KENZO: (to JOSHUA) Come on. 
(KENZO, and JOSHUA leave.) 
JANEY: So… Dinner Thursday?  
DANIEL: Yeah, that’d be great.  
(In the living room.) 
MICHAEL: Well, I guess as soon as Nikki comes down, we can start.  
SUSAN: Are Nikki’s parents coming? 
MICHAEL: No, they’re not interested. They’re not even talking to her anymore.  
SUSAN: That’s a shame. She seems like a lovely girl.  
JANEY: That is really unfair. I thought I’d always be the first one to get married.  
SUSAN: Janey, you were married.  
JANE: Was I? Oh, yeah. I’m not a loser.  
MICHAEL: God, I’m really nervous. Dad? 
BEN: Mh-hm? 
MICHAEL: You did you pop the question to Mum? 
BEN: Well… 
SUSAN: Let me tell the story.  
BEN: No, don’t do it.  
SUSAN: Oh, come on.  
BEN: Don’t do it. 
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SUSAN: Come on, the kids are old enough. It’s time they knew. Your father… Your father… 
put my ring in a glass of champagne. He got so nervous he mixed up the glasses, and 
drank it. Two days later he proposed.  
51) BEN: Very much set the tone of our marriage. (laughs sarcastically) 
[Sarcasm. It is indicated by Ben’s sarcastic laughter. The laughter is sarcastic, since Ben is not 
genuinely happy with the idea of their marriage following the course of their proposal incident. 
Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL is not amused.) 
[Michael’s lack of amusement implies his offence.] 
(NIKKI comes.) 
JANEY: Ooh, you’re up, Mikey.  
MICHAEL: Right. (to NIKKI) Nikki, I wanted my family around, because I’ve got something 
very important to ask you.  
NIKKI: Oh, my God.  
MICHAEL: Nicola Baker… 
BEN: (to SUSAN, and JANEY) Here we go.  
MICHAEL: Would you do me the honour? 
(Doorbell rings.) 
BEN: Hang on, hang on.  
SUSAN: Hold that thought, hold that thought. 
BEN: It’s someone… 
(SUSAN opens the door, and sees MR., and MRS. BAKER.) 
MR. BAKER: May we have a word with Nikki? 
SUSAN: It’s really bad timing. 
MRS. BAKER: It’ll only take a minute.  
NIKKI: What are you two doing here?  
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MR. BAKER: We just wanted you to know that, though we have our differences, we… 
(MRS. BAKER, and NIKKI laugh; and they, and MR. BAKER hug one another.) 
52) MRS. BAKER: (serious to annoyed face; to the HARPERS) Could we possibly have 
some privacy? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mrs. Baker does not genuinely wonder whether they would have some privacy, 
but implies that they should be allowed a private moment, which is clear from her facial 
expression. She delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL, SUSAN, and JANEY look confused, and slightly serious.) 
[Michael’s, Susan’s, and Janey’s reactions signal their offence.] 
BEN: Believe me, I’ve tried, but they don’t do that. (laughs) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s suggestion that his family does not allow any privacy, even when he asks them. 
He implies his disappointment with them, which strongly contrasts with his posterior laughter. 
This means that his laughter is sarcastic, conveying genuine criticism, and is directed at his 
family. Since Ben’s criticism does not aim Mrs. Baker, it means that he is not offended by her 
sarcastic RQ. Ben is, thus, amused by Mrs. Baker’s sarcasm. He responds to Mrs. Baker’s 
sarcasm with sarcasm, and this way mode adopts the behaviour. As indicated, it is an example 
of mode adoption, where a target is not offended, but entertained by sarcasm. Target is 
personal.] 
(MRS. BAKER looks serious, and slightly confused.) 
[Mrs. Baker’s mimicry suggests that she is offended.] 
SUSAN: Ben. 
BEN: Oh, OK.  
(In the kitchen.) 
53) JANEY: (impatient face) My God. How much time do they need? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not genuinely wonder about the amount of privacy time they need, 
but implies criticism, since she finds that they have already spent too much time alone in the 
living room. Janey’s negative evaluative attitude is additionally signalled by her mimicry. 




[Ben’s smile indicates his amusement with Janey’s sarcastic RQ.] 
SUSAN: Evidently, they’re a family that communicates, and shares their feeling with one 
another. I honestly think we should do it more often. Let’s try. Anyone?  
BEN: It’s not really us, is it? 
MICHAEL, SUSAN, AND JANEY: No.  
BEN: Oh, I’m gonna see what they’re doing.  
MICHAEL: Dad! 
(As BEN wants to leave the kitchen, he bumps into the door, opened by ROGER, and ABI, who 
enter the kitchen.) 
BEN: Ooh!  
ROGER: Hello! Only us.  
ABI: Sorry for walking straight in. The front door was wide open.  
54) BEN: It is what? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely want a confirmation of whether he has understood Abi 
correctly, but, instead, conveys his criticism, and appalment at the idea of the front door being 
wide open; especially, since the Bakers were left alone in the living room. Target is personal.] 
(ABI, and ROGER look serious, and confused.) 
[Abi’s, and Roger’s mimicries both indicate their offence.] 
MICHAEL: Oh, my God. They’ve taken Nikki.  
SUSAN: They’ve taken a bit more than that. We’ve been robbed.  
BEN: They’ve nicked my television. 
MICHAEL: This is ridiculous. How can we have been burgled when the Bakers were in the 
room?  
55) (BEN grabs MICHAEL by the shirt, looks at him with a sarcastic smile, and points to 
his own head with a finger, indicating MICHAEL to think about it.) 
[Sarcasm, indicated by Ben’s sarcastic smile. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (disappointed face) Oh. Nikki wouldn’t have been involved with this. 
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[Michael’s disappointed face indicates offence.] 
SUSAN: They were all involved, Mikey. We’ve been scammed.  
ABI: So, what about the baby? 
SUSAN: I’m guessing there was no baby, Abi.  
ABI: (to MICHAEL) Never you mind, cos you can always try again. 
SUSAN: Have a word with her, Roger.  
ROGER: About what? 
MICHAEL: I’ve been taken for a complete mug.  
56) JANEY: (smiles sarcastically) Oh. Totally.  
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic smile indicates sarcasm here. She mocks Michael for being a 
gullible person.]  
 (MICHAEL looks upset.) 
[Michael’s upset face reveals that he is offended.] 
BEN: Right. That’s it. We’re gonna have to ring the pol… (sees ROGER being excited) Never 
mind. Mikey, Mikey, where do they live?  
MICHAEL: I dunno, never went round there.  
BEN: Oh, you never… Oh! 
ROGER: You have got to admire them, though. It’s a very professional job. We’ve been told 
to warn the public about teams like this.  
MICHAEL: I’ve lost Nikki. 
57) BEN: Nikki? I’ve lost a 49-inch, surround-sound plasma television.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask Michael for confirmation of whether he has 
understood him correctly, but rather criticises him for complaining about losing his girlfriend; 
whereas Ben has lost his TV. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks annoyed.) 
[Michael’s annoyance signals his offence.] 
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ABI: Oh, heh, there was this bloke outside, struggling to get a great big telly in the back of his 
car. Roger gave him a hand.  
BEN: Roger… 
ROGER: Ben, before you get too angry, my police instincts did tell me to remember their 
number plate. 
BEN: You’ve got his number. He’s got his number. He got his number! Susan, write it down. 
Come on. Write it down. Heh, heh. What is it? What is it?  
ROGER: It was, er, erm… It was … 
BEN: Roger? 




ROGER: Fiver… fourer… Oh, what’s W?   
BEN: Oh, Roger, just… just give us the number… come on. 
ROGER: EY54 WPR. 
BEN: What? What? 
ROGER: EY54 WPR. 
BEN: EY54  
SUSAN: PR. 
BEN: WPR. The swine’s stolen my car.  
(In the living room.) 
SUSAN: I’ve spoken with Michael. His feelings are a bit dented, but I think he’ll bounce back.  
BEN: Hmm. 
SUSAN: He told me to give you this. 
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BEN: Right. OK, I’m gonna put this in my new secret hiding place which you will never, never, 
ever find.  
SUSAN: Under your jumpers? 
BEN: I really hate you.  
(Doorbell rings. BEN opens the door.) 
CHARLES: Ah, hello. Mr. Harper? 
BEN: Mm-hm.  
CHARLES: Charles MacIntyre, number 18. I think you’ve taken delivery of my new telly.  
(BEN nods, and gives him the ring.) 
 
12.1.2. EPISODE 2: LET’S NOT BE HEISTY 
(In the living room.) 
MICHAEL: Here. Got something for you. It’s from Alfie.  
58) BEN: Oh, God. (reads the letter in a Welsh accent) Dear Mr. Harper, blah blah blah, 
blah blah blah… (English accent) Wales, barnyard… (to MICHAEL) Oh, my God, a 
cheque! For me?  
[Sarcasm. Alfie is Welsh, and Ben, by reading Alfie’s letter out loud in a Welsh accent, imitates 
Alfie’s speech in order to mock him, which results in sarcasm. The “blah blah blah” part, 
together with Ben’s initial lack of excitement for Alfie’s letter (“Oh, God”, uttered with a tired 
voice) additionally signals Ben’s dissatisfaction with Alfie’s letter, and his subsequent 
mockery, delivered through the sarcastic imitation of Alfie. This is, thus, an instance of Sperber 
and Wilson’s (1981) echoic account of sarcasm, following the analogy of sarcastic mimicry 
exposed by Culpeper (2011). Target is personal.] 
[Michael’s reaction to Ben’s sarcasm is not evident from the video.] 
MICHAEL: It’s back rent for the last couple of years. 
BEN: Sorry about this, Mikey. Alfie just became my favourite.  
MICHAEL: He’s not even your son. 
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BEN: Money’s thicker than blood, Mikey. Money’s thicker than blood. 
(At the bank.) 
BEN: Oh, Ben Harper, this is your lucky day. Oh! Turn there… Ahem. Morning. 
JOAN: We’re closed.  
59) BEN: Sorry. (sceptical face) Closed, at half past nine in the morning? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely believe that the bank is closed, which is additionally 
supported by his mimicry. Instead, he implies that this is not likely the case, and delivers 
criticism. Target s personal.] 
JOAN: Go away, turn around… and walk out of the door.  
[Joan’s response indicates that she is not amused, but offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ.] 
BEN: Look, lady, I’m sorry if you’re having a bad day, but I’m not going anywhere. I’ve got a 
very large cheque to pay in, and, er, there’s a certain DVD of Jeremy Clarkson in a World War 
II tank, driving around Wentworth golf course that’s not gonna buy itself, and I’m telling you 
now, that man is seriously hilarious.  
(JOAN shows BEN to come closer.) 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
60) JOAN: (smiles sarcastically) Listen… (winks) (serious face) I’m gonna give you one 
more chance to get out. 
[Sarcasm. Joan’s sarcasm is signalled by her sarcastic smile, and the wink that contrasts her 
upcoming threat to Ben. The contrast is further magnified by her subsequent serious face. Target 
is personal.] 
BEN: (annoyed face) Look, my dear, my name is Ben Harper, all right? I’m a paying 
customer at this bank, and to be honest with you, I’m sorry, I don’t like your attitude. 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s annoyed face, together with the broader context of being dismissed so abruptly 
by Joan, implies that his “my dear” is sarcastic, and that he delivers a genuine criticism; which 
suggests that he is offended by Joan’s sarcasm. The scope of sarcasm in Ben’s utterance covers 
also the second part of his verbal behaviour, as there is a discrepancy between Ben’s apology, 
and his claim that he is not satisfied with Joan’s behaviour. The clash clearly signals that Ben’s 
apology is sarcastic. The target is personal.] 
127 
 
(JOAN looks dissatisfied, takes a gun, and points it at BEN.) 
[Joan’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
BEN: Right. OK, I think I’ll go, actually.  
JOAN: Get in there. 
BEN: OK. 
JOAN: And put your hands up! Act normal. 
(BEN puts his hands up in the air.) 
61) BEN: I mean, this is what I normally do when I have a gun pointed at me.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcasm here concerns his presupposition about Joan’s implicature. What Joan 
means when she orders him to act normal is that he should not escape, or attack her, for instance, 
and it does not concern him having his hands up in the air (which she ordered him to do 
anyway). Conversely, Ben pretends to presume that she tells him to act normal precisely 
because he has put his hands up in the air. Target is personal.]  
 (JOAN looks annoyed.) 
[Joan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
JOAN: Gary! Get out of here.  
(Enters GARY.) 
JOAN: Look like we’ve got ourself a smartarse. Says his name’s Ben Harper.  
GARY: Well, how did he get in here? 
62) JOAN: (reproachful face; angry tone of voice) He got in, Gary, because some numb-
nut forgot to lock the doors.  
[Sarcasm. Joan pretends that there is a numb-nut in the bank who forgot to lock the doors, so 
nobody could enter. What she really wants to say is that Gary is this numb-nut, which is evident 
from her reproachful face, and angry tone of voice, directed at Gary; indicating also her 
criticism. Her sarcasm is thus brough about by her pretence that there is some other individual 
who should have locked the door; whereas, in fact, she refers to Gary. Target is personal.] 
GARY: (upset face) Well, excuse me, Joan, but I was a little bit busy putting the rest of 
the staff in the interview room, wasn’t I?  
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[Sarcasm. Gary does not really apologise to Joan. He believes he is not to be blamed by her, 
which is evident from his mimicry, as well as from his explanation that he was busy dealing 
with the rest of the staff. Gary’s criticism is genuine, disclosing his offence. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (irritated face) Why do you never remember the simple things? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Jan does not genuinely ask Gary about the reasons why he always forgets the 
simple things, but rather just implies that he never remembers them. This is further supported 
by her mimicry, displaying genuine criticism, and consequently also her offence. Target is 
personal.] 
GARY: (serious face) It’s the adrenaline. You know it gets me confused.  
[Gary’s serious face indicates that he is offended.] 
(Phone rings.) 
BEN: Oh, sorry. That’s me, sorry. Oh, look. It’s the wife. Ha, ha! Sorry, better take this.  
(JOAN takes the phone, and breaks it.) 
BEN: I’d have done the same. Probably the best.  
GARY: This bloke’s gonna be trouble. Why don’t I just do him right now? 
(GARY takes BEN into the interview room.) 
BEN: Easy! (to the bank staff) Ah, morning.  
JIM: Not a good one, though, is it?  
BEN: Not really. 
JIM: Jim. Jim McKenzie.  
BEN: Ben. Ben Harper. Well… heh… The irony is, those two idiots out there are no better than 
the morons who normally work here.  
PETER: Peter Warwick. I’m the manager.  
BEN: I mean, obviously not you. Erm, sort of, more the staff.  
JIM: This is Belinda Smith, my chief cashier. 
63) BELINDA: (smiles sarcastically) Oh, we’re all familiar with Mr. Harper. 
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[Sarcasm. Belinda’s sarcastic smile signals her sarcasm. She does know Ben, since he is a 
regular customer at the bank she works at. This means that the truthfulness of her utterance 
itself is not questionable. What is pretended is her smile. Since she smiles sarcastically, she 
discloses that she does not find the fact that she knows Ben pleasant, or positive, but rather 
negative. The reversal of meaning, thus, lies at the level of her evaluative attitude. She merely 
pretends to display happiness, when, in fact, she conveys annoyance. To an extent, this is also 
signalled by a broader context (she has had bad experience with Ben). She, hence, delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (slightly embarrassed face) Didn’t realise I was such a popular customer.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not believe he is popular, as it can be seen both from his mimicry, and from 
Belinda’s sarcastic comment. Ben’s facial expressions implies genuine criticism, and thus his 
offence. Target is personal.] 
BELINDA: (unamazed face with a sarcastic smile) Yes, something like that. 
[Sarcasm. Belinda’s sarcasm is signalled by her sarcastic smile, and the wholesomely unamazed 
mimicry. She seen not keen with the idea of Ben being well-known, as she dislikes him, 
meaning that she feels offended. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks unamused.) 
[Ben’s lack of amusement indicates his offence.] 
PETER: The Royal National Bank is not a huge fan of sarcasm, Belinda.  
BELINDA: Ah. Peter, wake up. We’re being robbed, for God’s sake. 
PETER: Which is precisely why we shouldn’t start turning on each other.  
JIM: That’s enough.  
BEN: That’s absolutely right. I think he’s absolutely right, Peter, well done. I think, you know, 
we’re all in this together, and we should stick… together. OK? And if, if one of us has, say, 
um… oh, a cheque, you know, that they haven’t had chance to pay in, I think we should all sort 
of come together, and help pay that cheque in.  
 
(In the living room.) 
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JANEY: OK. I’ve decided I’m going to consolidate all my debts, and amalgamate the money I 
owe into a simple, manageable monthly sum that may not be as much as I imagined.  
MICHAEL: You’ve been watching a lot of daytime TV, haven’t you?  
JANEY: Those adverts are really starting to make sense. So, what do you think?  
MICHAEL: Janey, you need to be smarter with our money, and put it into a product that will 
start paying you back. 
JANEY: Oh, I know exactly what you mean. The lottery! 
(At the bank.) 
PETER: I don’t think I can stand any more of this. 
BEN: Mm-hm.  
JIM: (to BEN) Listen, mate, between you, and me, I think we can take him.  
BEN: I should hope so. He’s only the bank manager. 
JIM: No, I’m talking about that thug with the gun. 
BEN: The thug with the what? 
JIM: The thug with the gun. 
BEN: (to PETER) What’s he talking about? 
JIM: I’m saying, you, and me, take him out – drop him like a bad habit, grab his gun – then go 
for his bird. 
64) BEN: (to PETER) Is he insane? (to JIM) The man’s got a shotgun.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether Jim is insane. He implies that he is, 
as he thinks the tow of them can subdue Gary, who has got a gun. Ben delivers criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
 (PETER looks serious.) 
[Peter’s reaction signals his offence.] 
JIM: Oh, we can do it! I’m ex-army. Desert Storm.  
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65) BEN: (annoyed to slightly mocking face) I’m dentist. Pink mouthwash. I haven’t 
punched anyone since I was, what… ten?  
[Sarcasm. Jim states that he is was in an army, and provides the name of the military operation 
he was part of. To mock this, Ben provides his own “expertise”: he is a dentist, and provides 
his patients with the pink mouthwash. This way, Ben pretends that his own credentials are a 
valid parallel to Jim’s; something that is obviously not true, as being a dentist, as opposed to 
being in army, does not equip you with the knowledge necessary for the subduing of an armed 
person. Ben does this to imply that he has no military expertise, and does not find himself 
capable of subduing Gary. Thus, Ben delivers criticism, because he was asked to do something 
he believes he cannot do. Ben’s sarcasm is further signalled by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 (JIM looks serious.) 
[Jim’s seriousness indicates that he is offended.] 
BELINDA: I’ve got a customer loans adviser with a black eye who’d beg to differ.  
BEN: That was a perfectly reasonable loan application. OK? And that man did not have a 
shotgun. 
BELINDA: Coward. 
BEN: Don’t you call me a coward. Listen, you lot… I will not be railroaded into some suicidal 
attempt to overthrow an armed robber.  
GARY: (enters) I heard that! 
BELINDA, JIM, AND PETER: uh. 
66) BELINDA: (angry face; to BEN) Nice going, idiot! 
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between Belinda’s mimicry (angry face), and her verbal “Nice 
going”, which clearly results in sarcasm. When the expression “Nice going” is conveyed 
sincerely, it delivers a compliment (i.e. positive treatment of the addressee). Belinda’s angry 
face (i.e. conveying negative emotions) clearly rejects the idea of conveying a genuine 
compliment, meaning that her “Nice going” is sarcastic. Namely, Belinda does, obviously, not 
believe that Ben has done a great job by revealing their plans to one of the robbers. Target is 
personal.] 
 (BEN looks shocked, and terrified.) 
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[Ben’s mimicry discloses his offence.] 
JIM: Seriously! 
PETER: Frankly, Mr. Harper, I don’t think this bank wants your custom any more.  
67) GARY: So, come on then. (smiles sarcastically) Which one of you lot is gonna try, and 
jump me, then?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not actually inquire about which of the hostages will try to subdue 
him, but mocks them for their dare to come up with an idea like this. His sarcasm is additionally 
signalled by his sarcastic smile, accompanying the sarcastic RQ. Target is personal.] 
(BEN, BELINDA, PETER, and JIM look terrified.) 
[Their terrified facial expressions indicate their offence at Gary’s mocking sarcastic RQ.] 
BEN: (pushes Belinda) Not me, that’s all I’m saying.  
68) BELINDA: (irritated face) Oh, there’s a surprise.  
[Sarcasm. Belinda does not actually believe it is a surprise that Ben wants to save himself, 
without any regard for others, which is evident from her irritated face, and from her past 
experience with Ben, as disclosed earlier. She implies the opposite; namely, that it is not a 
surprise at all. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s mimicry implies his offence.] 
69) GARY: SHUT IT! THE LOT OF YA! UNLESS YOU WANNA WIND UP DEAD! 
[Sarcasm. The last sentence is sarcastic, as Gary does not actually presume that they want to 
die. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s reaction indicates offence.] 
BELINDA: (smiles sarcastically; to BEN) Hm. Wouldn’t that be a tragedy?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Belinda alludes to the prospect of Ben’s death, which can be seen from her 
sarcastic smile, and the fact that she hates him. Hence, she does no genuinely ask Ben whether 
their death, and particularly his, would be a tragedy. She suggests that Ben’s death would not 
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be tragic at all. This way she criticises Ben, not Gary. Her lack of criticism directed at Gary 
indicates that she is not offended by him. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (pretendedly satisfied face) Oh, that’s nice, isn’t it? That’s really nice. Thank you, 
that’s… (upset face) all the thanks I get for having a 20-year-old overdraft.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry implies that his utterance is sarcastic. He does not believe Belinda’s 
suggestion that his potential death would not be tragic to be nice, but just the opposite. 
Additionally, he evidently does not sincerely thank Belinda for implying that his death would 
be something good, which is further signalled by his mimicry, as it clashes with the one that 
would accompany a candid “thank you”. Ben’s sarcasm is substantiated by the clash between 
his (pretended) thanking, and the fact that he has a “20-year-old overdraft”. Since Ben’s 
criticism is genuine, it is clear that he is offended by Belinda’s sarcastic RQ. Target is personal.)  
(BELINDA looks annoyed.) 
[Belinda’s mimicry indicates her offence.] 
GARY: You! (grabs BEN by the jacket) Come here! (Takes BEN out of the room.) 
(JANEY enters the bank.) 
JANEY: Dad! Oh, my God! Can you believe it?! There’s no queue! Oh, my God!  
BEN: Hi, Janey, Janey, Janey, Janey, Janey…  
JANEY: Yeah… 
BEN: That’s not the last time you’re gonna be saying “Oh, my God” today.   
JANEY: Why? 
BEN: Janey, well, look at me. Look at me.  
JANEY: Hm? 
BEN: We are being robbed. 
JANEY: Oh, my God! 
BEN: And again.  
JANEY: Oh, my God! 
BEN: Janey, and again.  
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70) JOAN: (to JANEY) Hands up! (to GARY) And you… You! How many times do I have 
to tell you, lock the bleedin’ doors!  
[Sarcasm. Joan does not genuinely want Gary to tell her that, but implies that she has told him 
to lock the doors many times already, and delivers criticism for her unmet expectations. Target 
is personal.] 
GARY: (upset face) Why is it, whenever anything goes wrong, it’s always my fault?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not sincerely ask Joan for an explanation; instead, he implies that 
she always unfairly accuses him of doing something wrong, and delivers criticism. This is 
additionally signalled by his mimicry. Since Gary’s negative evaluation of the target is 
conveyed, it means that he is offended. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (irritated face) Because it always is, Gary. (to BEN) Excuse me.  
[Joan’s mimicry suggests her being offended.] 
BEN: I’m so sorry. I’ll get out of the way. (to JANEY) Oh… Are you all right?  
JANEY: Yeah. I think so. It’s just a bit of a shock, that’s all.  
BEN: Don’t worry, don’t worry. It’s all right. Just relax, stay calm, I’m here. 
JANEY: Yeah. 
BEN: It’s all right. Just trust me. 
JANEY: OK. Do you know… it’s funny.  
BEN: Mm-hm. 
JANEY: I always thought you’d be the one to pull a gun in a bank. 
BEN: Well… I’d have to put money on it.  
JANEY: Yeah. 
71) GARY: There! Locked. (irritated face) OK?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary’s “OK” does not genuinely ask for a confirmation, but instead delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (serious face) Finally.  
[Joan’s mimicry discloses her offence.] 
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GARY: Shall I frisk this one?  
JOAN: No. 
GARY: I think I should.  
JOAN: Leave it, Gary. 
72) GARY: (upset face) Why do you always get like this whenever we do a bank job? You 
know what this is? This is Sidcup all over again! 
[Sarcastic RQs. Gary’s questions are not genuine questions, but sarcastic rhetorical ones. With 
the first one, Gary does not sincerely wonder why Joan behaves like this. Instead, he implies 
that she should not behave the way she does. With the second one, Gary does not genuinely 
wonder whether Joan knows what this is, but rather implies that she should know what it is, 
since a similar situation has already occurred. The latter is evident from Gary’s suggestion that 
the situation with Sidcup is repeating itself. This way, he implies that Joan’s current behaviour 
is the same as it was then. Gary, hence, holds Joan responsible for the Sidcup situation as well. 
His mimicry reveals that he is anything but satisfied with Joan’s conduct (he is angry with her). 
Gary’s mimicry, therefore, also signals that his first question is a sarcastic RQ. Gary, thus, 
conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (angry face) Sidcup? Don’t you dare talk to me about Sidcup! 
[A sarcastic RQ. By asking “Sidcup?”, Joan does not genuinely inquire Gary for confirmation 
about whether she has understood him correctly. Instead, she implies that the Sidcup situation 
was not her fault. By extension, Joan implies that her current behaviour is right; not wrong, as 
suggested by Gary. Thus, she refuses to accept Gary’s suggestion that her behaviour is wrong. 
This is signalled both by her mimicry, as well as by her second sentence. Joan delivers criticism, 
which, as disclosed through her facial expression, is genuine. Namely, she feels offended by 
Gary’s sarcasm. Target is personal.]  
[Gary’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
73) BEN: It’s like being at home, isn’t it? (laughs sarcastically) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm. And what is sarcastic is his disposition 
towards the fact that they fight a lot at home. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (unamused face) Hmm.  
[Janey’s mimics suggests she is offended.] 
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BEN: You all right there? 
JANEY: Yeah, not so bad. You? 
BEN: Yeah, I can’t complain… can’t complain, really. 
JOAN: Gary, you’re a hundred per cent cast-iron muppet! 
74) GARY: (offended face) Oh, that’s charming, that is! (mocking face) Her ladyship swans 
around whilst muggins here does all the work! 
[Sarcasm. Gary does not believe Joan’s remark is charming, but offensive, which is evident 
from his mimicry. Gary’s sarcasm here extends over the entire utterance. He does not sincerely 
address Joan as her ladyship, which is, apart from his mimicry, evident also from his claim that 
her work with the robbery is carefree, and that he, conversely, needs to do all the work. Namely, 
Gary uses a sarcastic “ladyship”, since Joan behaves as if she was the leader, or his superior. 
Gary’s labelling of himself as “muggins” is sarcastic, as this way, he alludes to Joan’s prior 
calling him a “cast-iron muppet”, to convey criticism. Gary obviously does not agree with 
Joan’s remark, and uses the label sarcastically, to deliver mockery. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (angry face) Excuse me, light of my life! But I’ve been counting all the cash, 
haven’t I? 
[Sarcasm. Joan does not find Gary to be “light of her life”, which is seen from her defensive 
explanation that she has, in fact, done an important job: counted the money. Joan’s mimicry 
serves as an additional signal of sarcasm. Since Joan conveys serious criticism, it is clear that 
she is offended. Target is personal.] 
 (GARY looks serious.) 
[Gary’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
JANEY: So, how’s Mum? She all right?  
BEN: Mum?  
JANEY: Yeah. 
BEN: She’s a… she’s not too shabby.  
JANEY: And, Dad, where is she right now? 
137 
 
BEN: She’s um... She’s in, er…  she… Abroad. So, er, shall we just sort of mosey along to the 
old front door while no one’s looking, and… 
JANEY: Yeah. 
BEN: Perhaps unlock it, and skedaddle?  
JANEY: Yeah, might as well.  
JOAN: Take one more step, and I’ll do both of you.  
GARY: Come here! 
BEN: All right, all right, please, just calm down. Everybody just calm down. You’re in charge, 
there’s nobody here telling you what to do…  
LOUDHAILER: Put down your weapons. This is the police. We have the building surrounded.  
BEN: Except them.  
(At home. The doorbell rings. MICHAEL opens the door.) 
PENNY BISHOP: Mrs. Harper? 
MICHAEL: Excuse me? 
PENNY BISHOP: Oh, so sorry. I mean, “Is Mrs. Harper in?” 
MICHAEL: She’s away, I’m afraid. I’m her son Michael. Can I help? 
PENNY BISHOP: Er, I’m Penny Bishop. I’m a family liaison officer. I’m afraid I’ve got some 
bad news for you. Can I come in? It appears your father may have been involved in a bank 
robbery.  
MICHAEL: So, he finally snapped. Well, it was only a matter of time. I suppose you want my 
permission to shoot him.  
PENNY BISHOP: No. No… No, er… He’s actually a hostage.  
MICHAEL: Really? Cool.  
PENNY BISHOP: Well… I, I’m here to lend you emotional support, and to sit with you… 
given that this can be quite a stressful experience.  
MICHAEL: Ooh.  
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PENNY BISHOP: But you seem to be handling this pretty well, so, erm, maybe I should just 
head off.  
MICHAEL: Oh, no. Wait… I… I’m just putting on a brave face. Outside I’m a rock… Inside 
I’m falling apart. I don’t think I should be left alone. Would you like a drink, Penny?  
(At the bank. GARY takes BEN, and JANEY to the interview room.) 
BEN: (to GARY) Ooh. OK. It’s all right, calm down. (to BELINDA, JIM, and PETER) Hello, 
back again. Hi. Oh, this is Janey, my, my, my daughter.  
75) BELINDA: (deadpan face) Oh, my God. He’s reproduced. 
[Sarcasm. Belinda’s deadpan face indicates that her comment is sarcastic. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN loos unamused.) 
[Ben’s mimics reveals that he is offended.] 
JANEY: Well, I know I’m new. But I am very, very keen to fit in. I hope you all accept me, as 
if I were in this room from start.  
BEN: Janey, this is not Big Brother. Just sit down.  
JANEY: So, you’re the manager?  
PETER: Yes, that’s right.  
JANEY: Well, seeing as we’re stuck here… Excuse me. I was wondering if I could talk to you 
about how I can manage my overdraft more responsibly.  
BEN: I’ve just changed my mind. She’s not my daughter after all.  
JANEY: Oh, shut up, Dad. This is serious. (to PETER) So, what would you recommend?  
PETER: Well, obviously you need to phone the bank, and speak to one of our advisers.  
BEN: But you’re here.  
PETER: Yes, but the way the system works is that your daughter needs to telephone the bank, 
simply select option three from the keypad, then one, then four, and she’ll be put through to the 
first available person.  
BEN: You’re available now.  
PETER: But I’m not able to talk to individual customers.  
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76) JANEY: (smiles sarcastically) But hello? You’re already talking to one.  
[Sarcasm. Janey pretends to presume that Peter does not realise that, as he is talking to her, he 
is, in fact, talking to an individual customer. Her pretence (in this case, sarcasm) is also signalled 
by her sarcastic smile. She, therefore, delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
PETER: (smiles gently) That is correct, but I’m not available to give advice.  
[Peter’s gentle smile suggests he is not offended by Janey’s sarcasm, but rather feels amused.] 
77) BEN: (pretendedly inquisitive face) Busy, are you? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder, or believe that Peter is too busy to give advice. 
Instead, he implies that he is not currently busy at all. This is further signalled by his pretendedly 
inquisitive face. He delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
PETER: (slightly annoyed face) No, I’m just saying that’s not what I do.  
[Peter’s slight annoyance indicates that he is offended.] 
78) JANEY: (slightly mocking face) So, what exactly do you do? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not sincerely wonder what Peter does. She, as is evident from her 
facial expression, conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
PETER: (serious face) I’m the bank manager. 
[Peter’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
79) JANEY: (laughs sarcastically) Which means what exactly? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not genuinely inquire about Peter’s work at the bank. Instead, she, 
to an extent, suggests that he is there for nothing really useful, as he cannot assist customers. 
Thus, Janey delivers criticism. Her sarcasm is also evident from her mimicry. Target is 
personal.] 
PETER: (serious face) Well… I manage the bank. 
[Peter’s serious face implies his offence.] 
80) BEN: And may I say, you’re doing a fantastic job of it as well. 
[Sarcasm. Ben does not really believe Peter is great at his job, as he cannot do anything to help 
Janey. What Ben really implies is that Peter is really bad at his job. He delivers criticism Target 
is personal.] 
 (PETER looks serious.) 
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[Peter’s mimicry suggests that he is offended.] 
(The phone rings.) 
GARY: Well, I’m not gonna answer it. You answer it.  
JOAN: Get that bloke to answer it. 
GARY: Which one? 
JOAN: The really annoying one.  
GARY: Harper! Come over here! 
BEN: What? Erm, OK, here I come. Sorry. 
JOAN: Answer the phone. 
(Ringing stops.) 
81) GARY: (upset face) Oh, that’s just great.  
[Sarcasm. Gary’s mimicry reveals that he does not really believe it is great that the phone has 
stopped ringing. In fact, he finds it awful. Target is personal.]  
(BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
BEN: I’m sure they’ll ring back. I mean, they will. They’ll, they’ll ring back. They’re bound to 
ring back.  
JOAN: Well, for your sake, let’s hope they do. 
BEN: Well, nice day for it, don’t you think? Nice day. Nice sunny day for the old bank 
robberino. I mean, you wouldn’t want a car chase in wet weather, would you? Ahem. See the 
game last night? They were robbed. No, I shouldn’t have said… I mean, not… Have you ever 
thought wearing a mask?  
GARY: Here’s a list of our demands.  
BEN: OK. 




GARY: You got it? 
BEN: Sure.  
(Phone rings.) 
BEN: Er…  
JOAN: Go on.  
BEN: (answers the phone) Hello, Royal National Bank? Yup, er… Sorry? Yeah, OK. Yeah, I’ll 
ask. (to JOAN, and GARY) Is this branch opened on Saturdays, do you know?  
JOAN: Oh, for crying out loud. 
BEN: (on the phone) No, obviously not, and we’re being robbed. I do apologise. Goodbye. 
JOAN: You do that again, and I’ll snap you leg off, and beat you to death with your own foot.  
GARY: Seriously, mate. I’ve seen her do it.  
(Phone rings.) 
BEN: Erm… (answers the phone) Hello? Er, no, I’m not one of the bank robbers, but 
apparently, I am authorised to speak for them. Yes, I have a list of their demands. They want 
a… They want a helicopter… that’s filleted…?  
GARY: Fuelled. 
BEN: Fuelled, sorry. Fuelled, and ready to leave immediately. Oh, and firstly they’d like some 
food delivered. Yeah. Erm… (to JOAN, and GARY) Er, pizza, Thai, Chinese?  
GARY: What about Indian? 
BEN: Indian? OK, I’ll ask. (on the phone) Yes, he’s asking, what about Indian? Mm-hm. (to 
JOAN, and GARY) No, apparently, they don’t do Indian.  
JOAN: Oh, Chinese!  
82) BEN: OK. Sure. (on the phone) They’ll have Chinese. Yeah. We’ll all have Chinese. 
Yeah. Well, I dunno. Er, set meal? Few dumplings, and some prawn crackers? Lovely, 
oh, and I’ll have sweet, and sour pork. (appalled face) What? You want one hostage for 
the food? And two hostages for the helicopter? Totally unacceptable. (hangs up.) 
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[Sarcasm. Here, Ben’s sarcasm comprises the last three questions, all of them being sarcastic 
RQs. Ben does not genuinely ask the police for a clarification of their own demands. Instead, 
he expresses his own appalment at the demands. Further on, Ben is aghast at the idea that the 
police want one hostage for the food, and two for the helicopter. He, obviously, delivers 
criticism with his sarcastic RQs, implying that the police demand too much, which is also 
supported by his final remark about their demands being “unacceptable”. Ben’s criticism is also 
signalled by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 [The police’s reactions are not visible in the video.]  
83) GARY: (angry face) What are you doin’?! 
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not genuinely wonder what Ben is doing, as he knows that he has 
just hung up on the police. Instead, Gary delivers criticism, which is further supported by his 
angry face. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (laughs) Oh, come on! It’s ridiculous! Don’t worry, I’ve got this thing in hand. I 
know what I’m doing.  
[Ben’s laughter signals his amusement, not offence.] 
84) JOAN: Are you insane? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Joan does not sincerely wonder whether Ben is insane, or not. She implies that 
he is, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Listen, it’s a tactic. I’ve seen it in that negotiation scene in that 
Kevin Spacey film, when he was negotiating, and… he played a negotiator. Er, oh, God, 
come on, what was it called? Erm… Ah! Yeah, no. Sorry, it’s gone.  
[Ben’s serious face indicates that he is offended.] 
JOAN: Well, they’d better call back, or else I am gonna get… 
BEN: Yes, I know, the leg, and foot thing, sure. Listen, don’t worry. They’ll ring back. I can 
promise. In the next 30 seconds, heh heh. And you’ll get exactly what you want.  
(Three hours later.) 
BEN: I could have sworn they’d call back.  




BEN: Aha-ha! Aha-ha! (answers the phone) Hello? OK. Cheerio. (hangs up) Um, slight change 
of plan. They now want, erm, four hostages instead of the three.  
JOAN: You idiot! So, wait. Is that four hostages in total?  
GARY: They must mean four for the helicopter, and one for the food.  
JOAN: No, that’d be five, and that’d be everyone.  
85) GARY: Well, now we need another hostage. (upset face) Where are we gonna find 
another hostage?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not sincerely wonder where they could find another hostage. 
Instead, he implies that there is no way they could find another one, and delivers criticism, 
which is clear from his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
(BEN, and JOAN look serious.) 
[Ben’s, and Joan’s mimicry reveals their offence.] 
BEN: Gary, Gary, I don’t think that’s what they meant. I mean, they meant four hostages in 
total. One for the food, and three for the helicopter.  
JOAN: I’m getting all confused now. We’re gonna have to write this down. (to GARY) Go, 
and get a pen, and paper.  
GARY: This is Sidcup all over again. 
JOAN: Right, so there’s three in there… 
BEN: Three, yep. 
JOAN: Er, your daughter… 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
JOAN: That’s four.  
BEN: Mm-hm. 
JOAN: Then there’s you… 
BEN: No, no, no. Ah… You see, am I still being classed as a hostage? Cos I sort of see myself 
as a hostage/negotiator? OK, I’ll just be head hostage then.  
GARY: It’s no good. I can’t find a pen that works.  
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86) JOAN: (unsurprised face) There’s a surprise. It’s all right. We’ve worked it out. All we 
need is for this doughnut to go in, pick a hostage in exchange for the grub.  
[Sarcasm. Joan is not really surprised at the fact that Gary cannot find a functional pen. She is 
anything but surprised. This is evident for her unsurprised face. She delivers criticism. Target 
is personal.  
[Gary’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
BEN: Oh, no, no. Why disturb them? That is… I’m, I’m already here. I’ll go, and tell them. 
(At home.) 
PENNY BISHOP: OK, let me know if you hear anything more. (to MICHAEL) It’s, um, good 
news, and bad news, I’m afraid. They’ve bugged the place, and they’ve ID’d your sister as 
another one of those hostages.  
MICHAEL: Oh, that’s… the bad news? 
PENNY BISHOP: Yes. 
MICHAEL: Oh… Oh, no. Oh, not Janey as well. These minutes feel like hours. Hold me.  
PENNY BISHOP: But, well, there’s good news, too. They’ve ordered food. Which is good, 
because… Well, you can’t eat if you’re dead. Oh, well, never mind. I mean, er, they’re probably 
still alive. Or just injured. But able to eat… even if they can’t actually feed themselves.  
MICHAEL: OK… 
PENNY BISHOP: Oh, God, I keep saying all the wrong things. 
MICHAEL: No. 
PENNY BSHOP: Oh, I’m hopeless at this.  
MICHAEL: No, you’re doing great.  
PENNY BSHOP: No, I’m not, I’m rubbish. Look, I erm, I should have told you this before, 
but… This is my first time doing this.  
MICHAEL: You’d never know. And, I mean, you’ve helped me with the whole grieving over 
my father thing.  
PENNY BISHOP: But he’s still alive. 
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MICHAEL: Yeah, I guess I’m getting ahead of myself.  
(At the bank.) 
BEN: OK, everyone, listen up. Erm, I’ve spoken to the police, as head hostage, and, er, they 
now want one hostage in exchange for the food, OK? That means one of us gets to go free.  
JIM: It’s normally women, and children first.  
87) BEN: (sceptical to slightly disagreeing face) Isn’t that a bit old-fashioned? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask Jim whether this is old-fashioned; he implies that 
it is; which is evident form his mimicry, suggesting that he does not agree with Jim’s proposal. 
This way, Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
[Jim’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
JANEY: Thanks, Dad. 
BEN: No, Janey, no, you’re right. You’re absolutely right. Belinda, you should go.  
JANEY: Er, come on!  
BELINDA: Really? 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
BELINDA: I don’t know what to say. I’ve misjudged you, and I’m sorry. 
BEN: Belinda, it’s all right. I understand, it’s fine. It’s a very, very stressful situation, and this 
is no place to be for a woman when she’s pregnant.  
88) BELINDA: (slight sarcastic smile) I happen to be carrying a little extra weight.  
[Sarcasm. Belinda’s slight sarcastic smile signals sarcasm. She delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
BEN: (deadpan face) So, no surprise she wants to stay for the food. OK. So, Pork Chop’s 
staying. Who’s going? Come on.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s deadpan face indicates that he is being sarcastic. He pretends that Belinda 
wants to stay in the bank for the food, as she is a bit overweight, which is further signalled by 
his calling her a “Pork Chop”. He knows that she, like everyone else, really wants to get out as 
quickly as possible; which is also evident from her prior excitement, when she thought she 
would leave the bank first. Via his pretence, Ben delivers genuine criticism, which can be seen 
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from his deadpan face; meaning that he is offended by her sarcastic smile from before. Target 
is personal.] 
 (BELINDA looks upset.) 
[Belinda’s facial expression reveals her offence.] 
JIM: I need to go home to change my wife’s oxygen canister.  
PETER: Well, if anyone’s going, it should be me. I’ve already had one heart attack, and I’m 
getting chest pains.  
JANEY: Actually, Dad, I’ve parked your car on the double yellow. 
BEN: Right, that’s it. Janey’s going.  
89) BELINDA, JIM, AND PETER: What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. They do not ask for a clarification of Ben’s utterance, for instance, but instead 
deliver criticism. Target is personal.] 
(BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
BEN: (to JOAN) They picked Janey. Unanimous vote. Janey. 
GARY: Good. Cos the bloke’s here with our food. They said he comes in, when she goes out.  
JOAN: Go on, then.  
GARY: (to JOAN) Don’t go anywhere near the door, love. (to BEN) You, take her to the door, 
and come back with our food.  
JOAN: And don’t try, and leg it with her, or I’ll do you.  
JANEY: Dad, I’m worried about what’s going to happen to you.  
BEN: Don’t worry about me, Janey. Just worry about the car. OK. 
JANEY: Dad, I don’t want to get sentimental, or anything, but… you do know I… love you? 
BEN: Janey… the car.  
(JANEY leaves. Enters PIZZA BOY.) 
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BEN: Oh, hi. Thank you. (to JOAN, and GARY) Ah, oh, look. (to PIZZA BOY) Ah, this is for 
me, yeah? 
PIZZA BOY: Don’t open it yet.  
BEN: Hm? 
PIZZA BOY: Don’t open it yet.  
BEN: Yeah, but it’s a sweet, and sour… 
PIZZA BOY: Don’t open it. 
BEN: What do you mean? Oh, it’s a gun. 
90) GARY: (angry face) What?!  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not genuinely wonder whether the Pizza boy brought a gun, or no. 
Instead, he expresses his irritation (as seen from his mimicry), and delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
 (BEN looks frightened.) 
[Ben’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
Ben: Gun po, gun po chicken.  
GARY: I knew it! (to PIZZA BOY) The filth! Go on, sling your hook! (chases PIZZA BOY 
away, and shuts the door.) (to BEN) You, get over there! (after some time, to BEN) I’ve got 
one more bit of negotiating for you, old son.  
BEN: What, me? OK. (to BELINDA) Belinda. 
BELINDA: Mm.  
BEN: Look, I, I know we haven’t always seen eye to eye… 
BELINDA: Yeah. 
BEN: And we’ve ha dour differences. But, Belinda… if I don’t make it, if I don’t come back… 
would you, erm, pay this cheque into my account?  
BELINDA: Well, if you want me to pay this cheque in, you’re gonna have to wait ten years.  
BEN: The weasel post-dated it! 
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JOAN: Right, you, listen. The police are gonna call any second, we want to you ask for one 
more thing.   
91) BEN: Marriage counsellor? (laughs) 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder whether Joan wants him to ask for a marriage 
counsellor on their behalf. He implies that Joan, and Gary do need one. This is additionally 
supported by his laughter, which precisely signals the insincere (in this case, sarcastic) nature 
of his question. He delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (upset face) Shut it, laughing boy. We want a Lear jet waiting at Heathrow… 
[Joan’s mimicry, and her verbal reaction both signal her offence.] 
BEN: Oh… 
JOAN: For when we arrive in the helicopter.  
92) BEN: Sorry. Don’t you think your demands are becoming a tad unrealistic? I mean, 
come on, they’re not gonna give you a Lear jet. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder if Joan actually believes her demands are 
unrealistic, he implies that they are, which is further signalled by his last sentence. Ben thus 
delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (smiles sarcastically) That’s the whole point.  
[Sarcasm. Joan’s sarcastic smile indicates sarcasm. Since she says that this is the whole point, 
and smiles sarcastically at Ben, she implies that she knows what she is doing, and that she has 
not been outsmarted by him, meaning that she conveys mockery that is genuine. Therefore, she 
is offended by Ben’s sarcastic RQ. Target is personal.]  
BEN: (serious face) Hm? I don’t follow.  
[Ben’s serious face indicates that he is offended.] 
GARY: Well, it’s just a distraction for when we leave the bank posing as hostages.  
93) JOAN: (angry face) Why don’t you tell him the whole bleedin’ plan?! 
[A sarcastic RQ. Joan does not honestly wonder why Gary does not tell Ben everything. Instead, 
she implies that he has already revealed too much; which is evident from her mimicry. She 
conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
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GARY: (irritated face) What, well, I never told him about the safe house in Marbella, 
did I? 
[Gary’s facial expression suggests that he is offended.] 
(Phone rings.) 
JOAN: Go on. 
BEN: (answers the phone) Hello? Head hostage speaking. Er, no, no, no, no, no. Are you sitting 
down? Cos… You see, they now… They want a Lear jet standing by Heathrow. What? Yeah, 
OK. I’ll tell them. (hangs up) OK, slight change of plan. Er… No Lear jet… And, erm, no 
helicopter, and, er… no more negotiation. Is that… is that bad? Yeah, that’s… that’s, er… 
That’s… that’s pretty bad.  
(In the interview room.) 
PETER: They’re gonna blame me, you know. The bank. If all their money gets stolen.  
BELINDA: They won’t get far as soon as those red dye packs go off.  
JIM: They’re not gonna get far, anyway. I’ve had a training in these kind of situations. You 
know, covert stuff, black ops.  
PETER: You said you were in a catering corps.  
JIM: It’s the same discipline.  
GARY: Right, you lot! In the lobby, now!  
(JIM punches GARY, while BELNDA takes his gun.) 
BELINDA: (to JOAN) Drop the gun! Or I’ll drop your… husband! 
BEN: Calm down, please, calm, calm down. This is the kind of situation when a completely 
innocent bystander like me gets the… 
JOAN: Oh, shut up! 
BEN: I’m shutting up. OK.  
JOAN: Where’s the other one, army bloke? 
PETER: Slipped on a piece of chow mein. He’s out stone cold.  
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GARY: I’m sorry, love. I saw him coming, but not her. I feel like a right Charlie.  
JOAN: Ha, ha, ha, ha, ha! 
BEN: Ha, ha! Sorry.  
94) JOAN: (mocking face) Do you honestly think I’d let my idiot of a husband have a loaded 
gun? Pull the trigger if you think I’m lying. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Joan does not actually wonder if Belinda believes the gun is loaded. She 
implies that it is not loaded, and delivers criticism; which is additionally signalled by her 
mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 (BELINDA looks disappointed.) 
[Belinda’s disappointment signals her offence.] 
GARY: What, you little… You said that you’d give me the loaded one this time! 
95) JOAN: (reproachful face) What, so I could lose me other big toe?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Joan does not sincerely ask Gary whether she could lose another toe, provided 
that the gun was loaded. She implies that she could lose it, and conveys criticism. This is 
additionally signalled by her mimics. Target is personal.] 
GARY: (upset face) It was an accident.  
[Gary’s upset face suggests that he is offended.] 
JIM: What happened? 
96) BEN: (deadpan face) Oh, nice going. Bravo, Two Zero. Very good.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s deadpan face signals sarcasm. He does not seriously believe it is nice that Jim 
was taken down in the earlier incident. Especially since he had suggested that they could subdue 
Gary. Namely, his praise of Jim is sarcastic, since he has not proved a successful ex-military 
member. Target is personal.] 
 (JIM looks offended.) 
[Jim’s facial expressions indicates his offence.] 
GARY: I’ve had it with you, Joan.  
JOAN: Oh, calm down.  
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GARY: No, you work it out! The police ain’t negotiating no more, which means they’re 
probably gonna storm this place any second. You wanna do this on your own, be my guest.  
JOAN: All right. I will. (to the hostages) Right, you lot. In there. And this one’s loaded, I mean 
it. 
BEN: All right.  
JOAN: Go on, move it! Come on! If you want anything doing properly, you gotta do it yourself! 
(to herself) Men. Useless, every single one of ‘em.  
97) BEN: Oh, dear. If you think she’s bad, you should meet my wife. Oh, dear, oh, dear, 
dear. Mirror image, you know. (deadpan face) Well, minus the shotgun, of course. 
Although there was that one time…  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s fifth sentence (“Well, minus the shotgun…”) contains sarcasm. It occurs at the 
level of Ben’s presupposition that by saying that his wife is a mirror image of Joan, Gary would 
believe that she also carries a shotgun. Since Ben knows that Gary is capable of presuming that 
Susan does not have a shotgun, as she does not go around robbing banks, it is clear that Ben 
merely pretends to presume that Gary would think that Susan owns a gun. This is additionally 
cued by Ben’s deadpan face. Target is personal.]  
[Gary’s reaction to Ben’s sarcasm is not visible in the video.] 
GARY: But of a handful too, is she, your missus?  
BEN: See this? See that?  
GARY: That’s nasty.  
BEN: Oh, yeah, yeah. Christmas 1997. Mm-hm. Too many jokes about her cooking, and bam 
– took a gravy boat straight in the forehead.  
GARY: I made a joke like that to Joan once.  
BEN: Mm-hm. 
GARY: You see that?  
BEN, BELINDA, JIM, AND PETER: Oh.  
GARY: That’s where she shot me.  
98) BEN: (serious to slightly disgusted face) Mm-hm. Did a lovely job of that.  
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[Sarcasm. Ben does not seriously believe that Joan’s shooting of Gary is a lovely job. He implies 
that it is an awful doing. This is further signalled by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
(GARY looks serious.) 
[Gary’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
JIM: Every marriage has its ups, and downs. I mean, my wife, and I always try to find a common 
interest. Now, do you not have any hobbies? 
99) GARY: What do you think this is? Robbin’ banks is the only thing that’s kept us 
together.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not genuinely wonder whether Jim believes that robbing of banks 
is a common interest of him, and Joan. He implies that it is, which is further indicated by the 
second sentence.] 
[Jim’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
100) BEN: No, no, no, no. I… Well, I think Jim meant something a little more, you know, 
legal. (laughs sarcastically) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm. He delivers mockery, since he believes 
Gary should have known what type of hobbies Jim refers to. Target s personal.] 
GARY: (serious face) Oh, we tried everything – line dancing, brass rubbing, yoga.  
[Gary’s mimicry suggests that he is offended.] 
JIM: Have you never been to a poetry slam?  
BEN, BELINDA, AND PETER: What? 
 GARY: No, there’s no point. Whatever I do to try, and make her happy, she’s never satisfied.  
JOAN: I heard that! 
GARY: Joan, it’s over. This bank job… I mean, face it, we’re not gonna get out of here. 
BEN: I mean, it’s not looking good, is it? I don’t think… 
JOAN: Shut up! (to GARY) And you. You big coward.  
GARY: Stop calling me a coward. 
JOAN: You are! Givin’ up! 
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101) GARY: I’m being realistic, Joan. I mean, what do you care? You don’t love me.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Gary does not genuinely wonder whether Joan cares, or not. He implies that 
she does not care about him, which is indicated by the last sentence. Target is personal.] 
JOAN: (serious face) Course I love you, you moron. The question is, do you love me? 
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between “I love you”, and “you moron”. The first part implies a 
positive treatment of the target; whereas, the second one is an insult, and thus comprises a 
negative treatment of the target. The mismatch between the two components results in sarcasm. 
This way, Joan implies genuine criticism, which is evident from her mimicry. Joan is thus 
offended. Target is personal.] 
(GARY looks serious.) 
[Gary’s serious face indicates his offence.] 
GARY: Course I do. 
BEN: That’s not what you said earlier.  
JOAN: Shut up! 
BEN: So sorry. Sorry.  
JOAN: OK. Let’s just end all this right now.  
BEN, BELINDA, JIM, AND PETER: Yes, absolutely.  
JOAN: And take this lot with us. 
BEN, BELINDA, JIM, AND PETER: Whoa!  
BEN: Whoa, now, whoa! No, it’s only two. Only ever two. I mean, think about it. You know, 
you had Bonnie, and Clyde, (the other three hostages repeat after BEN) Thelma, and Louise, 
Butch Cassidy, and the Sundance…  
BEN: I mean, you know, only two of them. They didn’t take everybody else, did they?  
JOAN: I said, shut up!  
BEN: No, please. Look, look, look, look. He loves you, right? You love him. You know, and 




GARY: That’s not what you said earlier.  
BEN: I know, but… Shut up! Look, look, look, marriage is very important. You don’t wanna 
end everything, do you? You don’t wanna end your marriage over something as trivial as, 
erm…armed robbery! 
JOAN: (to GARY) Come ‘ere, you!  
JIM: Grab the gun! 
BEN: Grab it! 
(The police break into the bank. The red dye packs containing the stolen money go off, and 
BEN’s face ends up covered in the red ink.) 
102) BEN: (angry face; to himself) Great! That’s it! I’m switching banks.  
[Irony. The ironic environment here consists of Ben’s failed expectation (i.e. the red dye pack 
has gone off, and dyed his face red), and Ben’s negative evaluative attitude towards this 
incident. Both are conveyed implicitly. Ben’s ironic verbal behaviour “Great!” implies the 
ironic environment. This means that it enables Ben to imply that his expectations have not been 
met. This is additionally signalled by his angry face. Hence, Ben conveys criticism. Target is 
not a human being.] 
[Since Ben’s remark is uttered to himself, he is his own addressee. His angry face signals 
offence.] 
BELINDA: Hooray! 
(At home, in the living room. MICHAEL listens to PENNY BISHOP’s radio.) 
RADIO: Control 51. We have an all-clear at the bank. Hostages are secure.  
(Enters PENNY BISHOP.) 
PENNY BISHOP: Was that my radio?  
103) MICHAEL: Yeah, they say it’s a standoff. Could go on all night. What are we gonna 
do? 
[An ironic RQ. Michael does not genuinely wonder what they would do. Instead, he implies 




PENNY BISHOP: (serious face) Oh, you poor thing.  
[Penny Bishop’s seriousness displays her offence.] 
MICHAEL: Oh, my poor, poor daddy. Will I ever see him again?  
PENNY BISHOP: There, there.   
MICHAEL: I don’t know what I’d do without him. We’re so close. He’s my world. OK, I know 
his best days are behind him, but you don’t just shoot an old dog. I’d give anything to see him 
again.  
104) (MICHAEL hugs PENNY BISHOP, and sees BEN, whose face is covered in red ink. 
BEN looks sarcastically excited.)  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastically excited face indicates sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks upset.) 
[Michael’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
MICHAEL: Or to see him go upstairs.  
105) (BEN shows he does not want to, and smiles sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic smiles implies sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
(MICHAEL looks dissatisfied.) 
[Michael’s facial expression suggests that he is offended.] 
MICHAEL: I’d give as much as £50. (BEN moves his hand to indicate that he wants more than 
that.) I’d be willing to go up to a hundred. (BEN shows him two fingers, suggesting that he 
wants £200.) Fine. Oh, he was a fine, fine man.  
(BEN goes upstairs.) 
 
12.1.3. EPISODE 3: CARDS ON THE TABLE 
(In the kitchen.) 
106) BEN: (upset face) Zelda Nobbs?! 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask who Zelda Knobbs is. Instead, he delivers 
criticism, which is clear from his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
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SUSAN: (inquisitive face) I’m sorry?  
[Susan’s lack of amusement indicates her offence.]  
107) BEN: (upset face) Zel… Who’s Zelda Nobbs? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Again, Ben does not really wonder who she is, but rather conveys criticism, 
which is again visible from his mimics. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) She’s just someone I’ve been seeing professionally.  
[Susan’s annoyance suggests her offence.] 
BEN: A psychiatrist?  
SUSAN: No, she’s a … Why would you say that? 
BEN: Never mind. Anyway, I’ve just been, erm, looking at these bank statement, and it seems 
that Zelda Nobbs has taken £300 of my money.  
SUSAN: Our money. It’s a joint account. I earnt it. I worked hard for it, and if I choose to spend 
it on a psychic, then that’s my business.  
108) BEN: (upset face) A psychic?! What, a fortune-teller? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Here sarcasm comprises two sarcastic RQs. Ben does not genuinely seek for 
Susan’s confirmation, but implies his criticism. This is also cued by his upset face. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (smiles slightly) Yes, and she’s brilliant.  
[Susan’s slight smile indicates her amusement, not offence.] 
109) BEN: Yeah, well, she saw you coming, that’s for sure.  
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to imply that Zelda is brilliant, as she has been able to predict Susan 
would visit her; something Ben himself does not really believe, as is evident from his sarcastic 
RQs mocking Susan for seeing a psychic. What Ben really suggests is that the fortune-teller’s 
abilities have nothing to do with this. Instead, Susan went to pay her a visit simply because she 
is so gullible that she believes what a fortune-teller says to her. This way, Ben delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (irritated face) I’m telling you; she has a gift. 
[Susan’s irritated face signals her offence.] 
157 
 
110) BEN: Yes, 300 quid of my money.  
[Sarcasm. Be does not genuinely believe that Zelda has a gift. This is clear already from early 
on in their conversation. What Ben does is he only pretends that Zelda has a gift of predicting 
the future, and suggests that her actual gift is to rob people of their money, as she has also got 
his £300. This also implies his criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) She’s bound to be expensive. She’s a genuine Romany. 
[Susan’s upset face indicates her offence.] 
111) BEN: (pretendedly believing face) Oh, obviously. With a name like Zelda Nobbs you 
can practically hear the saucepans clanking on the back of a caravan.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he only pretends to believe that it is obvious that Zelda 
is a Romany. It also implies that Ben does not find the name Zelda Knobbs typical of the 
Romani community, which is what makes his second sentence sarcastic as well. What he 
implies is that there is no direct link between Zelda Knobbs, and “the saucepans clanking on 
the back of a caravan” – namely – the Romani people. He also suggests that Susan has been 
tricked into believing that Zelda was a proper Romany. Target is personal.]  
SUSAN: (annoyed face) She happens to be the seventh daughter of a seventh daughter. 
[Susan’s mimics signals offence.] 
112) BEN: (pretendedly believing face) And we’re paying for them all, apparently! 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s facial expression indicates that he is being sarcastic. He does not genuinely 
believe what Susan has said about Zelda, so he conveys additional criticism, by merely 
pretending to go along with the idea that Zelda is, in fact, “the seventh daughter of a seventh 
daughter”; which is evident from his claim that they are paying for them all. Since he only 
pretends to believe that they are paying for all of them, it indicates that he implies that he does 
not genuinely believe this, but rather that it seems as if they were paying for all of them, 
provided that the costs of Zelda’s services are that high. Ben, thus, conveys criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) Look… I live with you, day in, day out, and if I want to spend a 
little time with someone who paints a slightly less bleak picture of the future, then I 
damn well will. 




113) BEN: You realise you’re only holding a carrot, don’t you?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether Susan knows that she’s only got a 
carrot, but implies that she does, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
BEN: This is ridiculous, Susan. You’re just wasting money. We can’t predict the future. If we 
could, we wouldn’t have had Nick.  
SUSAN: I don’t think anyone could have predicted Nick. I’m just saying that some people have 
psychic powers. 
114) BEN: (pretendedly believing face) Mm, yes. I know… actually, I know, I feel it. I can 
understand, yes, I can see something, it’s coming through… it’s coming through, I see 
us in the future, broke… and eating fried chicken out of a skip.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry indicates that he is being sarcastic. He does not believe in future-
prediction, as already seen earlier. His sarcasm extends from the beginning of the utterance to 
end of the clause ending with “the future”. He implies that he does not, in fact, feel the special 
powers, and understand them. Neither can he see into the future. His pretence of going along 
with Susan is further substantiated by the idea that they will be left without money, as Zelda 
will take it all. This further signals his criticism, and not actual believe in Zelda’s abilities. 
Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
(Enter ROGER, and ABI.)  
115) BEN: (pretendedly believing face) Oh, I see something else. I see something else. Yes, 
you are about to become part of a pointless, inane conversation. (Leaves the kitchen.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben continues to pretend that he too sees into the future, which is seen from his 
mimicry. He cannot not, in fact, predict the future, and implies the same for Zelda. This way, 
he delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
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SUSAN: Morning, Abi. Morning, Roger.  
ABI, AND ROGER: Morning. 
ABI: Susan, remember our wedding, when you said any time, we had a problem we could come, 
and talk to you about it?  
SUSAN: Yes, but I didn’t mean it. 
ABI: The thing is, we’ve got a bit of a situation. 
SUSAN: Problems in the bedroom? 
ROGER: Oh, oh, oh, no, no, no, no, no. There’s no problems in that department, is there, Abi? 
ABI: No, it’s great. 
ROGER: I recall the words, “love tiger”, “sexual beast”, and, er, “rampant palomino” being 
screamed out. 
ABI: I never said that.  
ROGER: Who said you did? 
SUSAN: (to ROGER) Thanks for the mental picture. 
ABI: Our problem, Susan, is that Roger is getting all angry, and upset about me going out with 
my mates.  
ROGER: Explain to her, Susan. I’m her mate now, she shouldn’t need anybody else. 
SUSAN: Come on, Roger, she needs some mental stimulation. Look, if Abi wants to go out 
with her friends, why don’t you just go out with yours? You do have friends, don’t you? 
ROGER: Ha, ha! Yeah, loads! So many. I, I don’t know who I’d talk to first. 
SUSAN: I’m talking about friends we can all see, Roger. I think I have the answer. 
(In the living room. MICHAEL is looking at an erotic magazine displaying photos of half-naked 
women.) 
116) JANEY: (slightly reproachful face) Michael, don’t you think that’s a bit demeaning to 
women?   
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not genuinely ask Michael whether he thinks this; she implies it is 
demeaning. She delivers criticism, which is evident from her mimicry. Target is personal.] 
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MICHAEL: (serious face) No, Janey. That’s demeaning to women. (Shows her another 
page of the magazine.) 
[Michael’s serious face signals offence.] 
JANEY: Oh, my God! I think I went to school with her.  
SUSAN: Michael, are you still meeting with your uni friends tomorrow night?  
MICHAEL: Yes, and no.  
117) SUSAN: (slightly annoyed face) How can it be yes, and no? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not sincerely wonder how it can be yes, and no; she implies that 
this is impossible, since “yes”, and “no” contradict each other. She delivers criticism, which is 
further signalled by her mimicry. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (serious face) Yes, I’m going out with them, and no to whatever it is you’re 
going to ask me next.  
[Michael’s facial expression reveals his offence.] 
118) SUSAN: (upset face) Do you want me to start cleaning under your mattress? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely wonder whether Michael wants this, or not. She 
implies he does not want it, and conveys criticism. This is additionally cued by her upset face. 
Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (serious face) All right. What is it? 
[Michael’s mimics suggests he is offended.] 
SUSAN: Can Roger tag along? 
119) MICHAEL: Oh, no! (sees ROGER coming; to ROGER) No… No, no. (unexcited face) 
It would be too much fun. (regular face) I mean, I wouldn’t want to deprive Abi.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s unexcited face suggests that he is not thrilled with Susan’s suggestion. 
This mismatches his verbally expressed idea that the suggestion is “too much fun”. Namely, 
there is a clash between the verbal, and non-verbal behaviour. Target is personal.] 
(ROGER looks serious.) 
[Roger’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
ROGER: Oh, no! Abi’ll be thrilled! Ho, ho! It’s gonna be great! 
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SUSAN: It’s definitely gonna be something. (leaves) 
ROGER: It’s gonna be a real rough, and tumble night out with the boys. 
MICHAEL: Not really, Roger. We’re just going out for a quiet drink. 
ROGER: Oh, right. So, so, where are we going?  
MICHAEL: The Rose and Crown.  
120) JANEY: (pretendedly sceptical face) I thought you said you were going to the 
Woodman.  
[Sarcasm. Janey’s mimicry suggests that she merely pretends that Michael has forgotten where 
they are going; whereas, in fact, she knows very well that Michael has given the wrong name 
of the place on purpose. This way, Janey delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (disappointed face) Oh, yes. So we are.  
[Michael’s mimics reveals his offence.] 
ROGER: So, how many of us boys are there gonna be altogether? 
MICHAEL: Only about four, or five. And you know how it works, Roger – I buy a round, you 
buy a round, Giles buys a round, you buy a round, Adam buys a round, you buy a round… 
ROGER: Er… Wait a minute. That’s not right. I’m the guest. I should get the first round as 
well.  
(In the bedroom.) 
SUSAN: Ben, you remember this morning when you were raking me over the coals about that 
£300 I spent? 
BEN: Mm-hm.  
SUSAN: Why have you taken out 470? 
BEN: Mm-mm. Mm-mm. Mm-mm. 
SUSAN: 470? 
BEN: Mm-mm. Mm-mm. Mm-mm. (mutters) 
121) SUSAN: (annoyed face) You spent our money on an ogre? 
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[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely wonder if Ben spent the money on an ogre. She 
implies that this is what she has understood, and delivers criticism. This is clear from her 
mimicry. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (slight smile) No. (mutters) Poker.  
[Ben’s slight smile indicates his amusement, not offence.] 
SUSAN: It’s a game for losers.  
BEN: That, that is not true! 
122) SUSAN: (pretendedly satisfied face) Actually, you’re right. (annoyed face) There 
appears to be only one loser.  
[Sarcasm. Susan merely pretends that Ben is right, which is seen from her mimicry. She, thus, 
still believes that poker is a game for losers. Since Susan merely pretends that she believes that 
Ben is right, it is clear that what she wants to imply is that he is wrong. Susan’s sarcasm also 
covers the last sentence. She does really believe that there is only one loser. What is covered 
by her sarcastic pretence is not the proposition, but rather her disposition towards Ben’s wasting 
money on poker, and, hence, him being that loser. This is evident from her annoyed face, 
indicating her disapproval of Ben’s conduct. Susan’s sarcastic utterance enables her to deliver 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (upset face) Susan, poker is a game of skill, and intellect.  
[Ben’s mimicry suggests that he has taken offence.] 
SUSAN: Which explains why you’re losing. 
BEN: I don’t just take money out, you know. I pay in my winnings as well.  
123) SUSAN: Mm. (pretendedly excited face) £5.70. (unamazed face) Let’s retire.  
[Sarcasm. Susan is not actually excited about Ben’s winnings, which is clear from her mimicry. 
Additionally, she does not believe they should retire, as it is obvious both to her, and Ben, that 
£5.70 are not enough for it. Apart from this, there is also her mimicry that suggests the same. 
She delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Look, Susan, Susan, I work day in, day out for this family, and I want 
you to know that if I want to spend, you know, three hours a week with some friends who 
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win my money, as opposed to my family who take my money, you know what, you know 
what, you know what? I’m entitled.  
[A sarcastic RQ. The “you know what…?” cluster constitutes a sarcastic RQ. Ben does not 
genuinely wonder whether Susan knows what he wants to say, but implies that she should know 
it, and agree with it. Additionally, his “I’m entitled” provides an answer to the question, which 
is further indicator that the question is a sarcastic RQ. All this, together with his serious face, 
indicates that he delivers genuine criticism; meaning that he is offended by Susan’s sarcasm. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) You’d be a lot more intimidating if that weren’t a toothbrush. 
Seriously, Ben, you have a problem.  
[Susan’s mimicry discloses her offence.]  
124) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Oh – ho – oh! Oh, that is rich! Coming from someone 
who can’t go three days a week without a fix from some old biddy with a snow globe.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he is being sarcastic. He does not genuinely 
believe that Susan’s comment is “rich”. Instead, he believes it is terrible. To further explain 
this, there is a contrast between the second, and the last sentence, which serves as an important 
indicator of sarcasm in Ben’s utterance (apart from mimicry). Something that is said by 
someone who sees a fortune-teller quite frequently, in Ben’s eyes, cannot be construed as 
“rich”. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) Don’t be ridiculous! I can stop seeing Zelda whenever I like.  
[Susan’s upset face signals her offence.] 
125) BEN: (sceptical face) Oh, really? Oh, really? Well, prove it. Go on. Stop seeing her.  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm here extends over the two sarcastic RQs. He does not genuinely 
wonder whether Susan can stop seeing the fortune-teller whenever she wants. Instead, he 
implies that she cannot, and delivers criticism. This is seen both from his mimicry, as well as 
from his challenging her to prove it. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) All right. And you have to stop gambling. 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
BEN: No problem. Easy-peasy. 
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SUSAN: There’s no way you’re gonna stop gambling.  
126) BEN: (annoyed face) Mm-hm? Really?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that Ben doe not sincerely wonder whether Susan 
believes that he can stop gambling, or not. He implies that he can, and conveys criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) You’re too weak-willed. 
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
127) BEN: (annoyed to upset face) Oh, yeah? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask Susan for confirmation of what she has said, but 
implies his disbelief at him being too weak-willed; which is obvious from his facial expression. 
This way, he conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) You won’t last a week.  
[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
128) BEN: (upset face) Wanna bet? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder if Susan wants to bet. He implies that they 
should bet, and delivers criticism. This is evident form his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks serious. She, and BEN then shake hands.) 
[Susan’s serious face indicates her offence.] 
(At the bar.) 
ROGER: Here we are. 
MICHAEL, AND HIS FRIENDS: Not there! 
MICHAEL’S FRIENDS: Cheers. 
ROGER: Thank you. Ah… Mm. Ooh! This is quite a rush. I think I can feel my head starting 
to spin already.  
MICHAEL: That’s your first drink.  
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129) ROGER: Well, I’m pacing myself. I wanna have my wits about me for when the bar 
brawl starts. (irritated face, upset voice; to an older man, looking at him) What are you 
looking at? (the man looks at him seriously) (to MICHAEL) I phoned Abi. She’s fine.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Roger does not genuinely wonder why the man is looking at him. He implies 
that he should no be looking at him, and thus delivers criticism; which is evident from his 
mimicry, and tone of voice. Target is personal.] 
[The man’s serious face signals his offence.] 
GILES: That’s the third time you phoned her in twenty minutes.  
MICHAEL: Roger, you’ve got to forget Abi, and enjoy yourself.  
MICHAEL’S FRIENDS: Yeah, exactly. Come on, Rog. 
ROGER: You are right. Boys’ night out. 
MICHAEL’S FRIENDS: Yeah.  
GILES: So, Roger. Chelsea on the box tomorrow. You gonna be watching? 
ROGER: Oh, yes. Abi, and I never miss the flower show. 
130) MICHAEL’S FRIEND: (sceptical face to mocking face) The flower show? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s friend does not genuinely seek a confirmation of whether he has 
understood Roger correctly. Instead, he delivers mockery for Roger watching that show; which 
is clear from his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER looks serious.) 
[Roger’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
MICHAEL’S FRIENDs: Oh, God. 
ROGER: Oh, you’re probably talking about the, the football team, right? 
GILES: How do you feel about them switching to 4–4–2 last week?  
ROGER: Wounded. Betrayed. And to be honest, I wept.  
MICHAEL: Your break, Roger. 
166 
 
ROGER: Oh! Thank you. Right… (accidently hits a man standing behind him, who approaches 
him; to the man) Now, look… Before you start anything, I think you should know, I’m here 
with my mates. So, just watch it, all right?  
(In the kitchen.) 
SUSAN: Right, I’m off. Now, remember, I’ve got a showing at the gallery tonight, so I won’t 
be home till late. 
BEN: Don’t worry. I’m taking care of dinner.  
SUSAN: In the sense of opening the door to the delivery man.  
BEN: No, in the sense of asking Janey to answer the door to the delivery man.  
SUSAN: Well, good luck with that.  
BEN: Bye-bye.  
SUSAN: Have a good day. 
BEN: You too. Have a good, er…exhibition.  
SUSAN: Thanks.  
BEN: Yeah. 
SUSAN: Bye. 
BEN: Bye-bye. Have a good time! 
(SUSAN leaves. BEN calls his friend Ronnie.) 
BEN: Ronnie? Ronnie, um, yes. Ben, Ben Harper. Yeah. Ronnie, I’m in, for tonight. Yeah. 
Yeah. Where’s the game? Uh-huh, I’ll be there. Yeah, yeah, great. Bye. Yeah! Bye. Yeah! 
MICHAEL: Oh, dear, dear, dear, dear, dear. Someone’s being a naughty boy.  
BEN: Oh, hello, Mikey. 
MICHAEL: So, Mum’s managed to kick her habit, but you’re still on board the riverboat. 
BEN: Mikey, Mikey… It’s not a… OK? It’s not a problem. It’s just a little friendly game of 
cards, you know, with a few friends. And, you know, we play for matches.  
MICHAEL: I suppose that’s all right. 
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BEN: Yeah, course it is, yeah. You couldn’t lend me 50 quid, could you, Mikey?  
131) MICHAEL: (upset face) That’s one expensive box of matches. 
[Sarcasm. Michael’s pretence here takes place at his presumption that a box of matches can cost 
that much money; something that Michael, as it is clear from his mimicry, does not actually 
believe. This way, he delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Yeah. Mikey, look, cards on the table, OK? Cards on the table. All 
right. We play for money. And I have lost a bit recently, but, you know, Mikey, come 
on, hey! My luck’s about to change, so… You were always my favourite, you know, 
Mikey. 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
MICHAEL: Well, all right. But you’ll have to learn to take responsibility for yourself, stand on 
your own two feet. I won’t always be here to bail you out. 
BEN: That’s great… 
MICHAEL: Usual terms. 
BEN: Yeah, usual terms. Thank you. (MICHAEL leaves) Sucker! (to JANEY) Hi, Janey. Hi, 
darling. Darling, love, could you lend me 50 quid?  
132) JANEY: (smiles slightly) What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not seek for a confirmation of whether she has understood Ben 
correctly, or not. She delivers mockery, which is evident from her smile. Target is personal.] 
(BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: Well, I’ve asked Michael, you know, but you know what a tight wad he is. Janey, you 
know? You were always my favourite. What do you say, eh? What do you say? 50 quid? 50 
quid, eh?  
JANEY: Hey, this is a new twist. Well, I see what you mean now. It is annoying when people 
ask you for money.  
BEN: Mm-hm. You want me to beg, don’t you? You want me to beg. Here I go. Daddy’s 
begging. Here he goes. Beggy–beggy–beggy–beggy–beggy–beggy–beggy–beggy. Go on. 
What do you say, 50 quid, eh?  
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JANEY: Oh, I like this. And you know what, Dad? The more you beg me, the better I feel about 
myself.  
BEN: You’re not gonna lend it to me, are you? 
JANEY: No, I’m not. Wow! That feels fantastic! So powerful. Thanks, Dad. (leaves) 
133) BEN: (smiles sarcastically) Anything I can do to help. 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic smiles indicates that he is being sarcastic when uttering the sentence. 
Target is personal.] 
[Janey’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
(At ZELDA NOBBS’ place.) 
ZELDA: Ah, now this is interesting. Somebody close to you is going to have a bit of a windfall.  
SUSAN: How close? Close enough for me to enjoy it?  
ZELDA: I can’t see…  
SUSAN: Look harder!  
ZELDA: It doesn’t really work like that, Susan. Right. Ah, yes, this is also good news, it’s a, 
it’s a travel opportunity. I see a trip to a foreign country for somebody you know well.  
134) SUSAN: (annoyed face) So, loads of money, and trips abroad for my friends, but none 
for me. Lovely.  
[Irony. There is a mismatch between the first, and the second sentence, generating irony. Susan 
does, thus, not genuinely believe that it is lovely that someone she knows well will have a lot 
of money, while she, on the other hand, will not share the same fortune. Her irony is further 
signalled by her mimicry. Since irony covers the expression “lovely”, Susan implies that the 
future predicted to her, and, hence – her destiny – is terrible. She, hence, conveys criticism 
towards her own destiny. She does not hold anyone accountable for her misfortune. She does 
not suggest that Zelda, or anyone else could be responsible for her not having such a lavish 
future. This is additionally cued by the fact that Zelda has merely made such a prediction, as 
she is a medium. She is not someone that wishes Susan to have such future. Susan is financially 
independent, and she does not believe anyone from her household to be responsible for her 
future. There are no indicators in a broader context to suggest the opposite either. Thus, it is 
clear that the target of Susan’s criticism is not a human being.] 
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ZELDA: (chuckles) I’m so sorry, Susan, it’s just… Oh! 
[Zelda’s chuckle indicates that she is amused, not offended by Susan’s irony.]  
SUSAN: What? 
ZELDA: It’s nothing. Let’s just leave it for today, shall we? In fact, don’t even pay me for 
today.  
SUSAN: Zelda? 
ZELDA: Let’s take a break, shall we? For a couple of weeks, maybe even months?  
SUSAN: No, no, no, no, no. You sensed something. Touch me again, tell me what it is. 
ZELDA: No, I’m sorry. It’s just that I… I… I don’t usually have visions that are… quite so 
specific.  
SUSAN: Come on, Zelda, tell me! It must be something terrible.  
ZELDA: Well, that depends on how fond you are on your husband.  
SUSAN: I don’t believe it. Ben’s cheating on me.  
ZELDA: No, no. Actually, he’s going to die.  
SUSAN: Oh, thank God! Wait. Die? When? 
ZELDA: This Thursday. Er… at 9.04 p.m.  
(In the bedroom.) 
BEN: Ah. You’re home early. How was the gallery?  
SUSAN: The what? Oh, no, it was fine. Fine, fine. Where have you been? 
BEN: Out.  
SUSAN: I thought you were gonna stay in.  
BEN: I was gonna stay in, but I thought, why stay in, when you can… go out? So, I went. Out. 
SUSAN: Where?  
BEN: Out. Hey! Do you fancy dinner on Friday? 
SUSAN: This Friday? Erm, er… Any chance of making it Wednesday?  
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BEN: No, no, no, I, I’m busy on Wednesday. I can make Thursday. 
SUSAN: Can we make it lunch?  
BEN: You all right? 
SUSAN: No, actually. I went to see that stupid bloody woman this evening. 
BEN: Oh, how is your mother? 
SUSAN: Not her. Zelda.  
135) BEN: (appalled face, upset voice) Zelda?!  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely seek for confirmation, but rather implies his criticism. 
This is evident from his mimicry, and voice. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence.] 
BEN: Oh, Susan! Susan, Susan, I can’t say I’m not disappointed. 
SUSAN: I know, I know. You were, you were absolutely right about her.  
136) BEN: Thank you. Thank you. (upset face) What did I say? I mean, these… so-called 
clairvoyants, they pick on gullible, weak-minded people, and… and not so gullible, 
strong-minded people, like you, and, and, and what do they do? They exploit them.   
[Sarcastic RQ. Sarcasm here covers two sarcastic RQs. With the first one, Ben does not 
sincerely ask Susan what he has said. Instead, he implies that he has told her about not seeing 
the fortune-teller anymore, and delivers criticism for it; which is evident from his upset face. 
With the second sarcastic RQ, Ben does not genuinely wonder what the fortune-tellers do to 
people, but implies criticism of their taking advantage of them. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (regretful face) I feel such a fool.  
[Susan’s mimicry signals offence.] 
BEN: It’s all right, darling, it’s all right. It’s OK, calm down, I love you, and I love you, and I 
forgive you. 




SUSAN: Your watch. 
BEN: What watch? 
SUSAN: The one I gave you for our anniversary three years ago.  
BEN: Oh, that’s where it came from.  
SUSAN: I paid over £300 for it.  
BEN: 300 quid! I could have stayed in the game! 
137) SUSAN: (upset face) Game? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely seek Ben’s confirmation about what he has said. 
Instead, she delivers criticism, which is clear from her mimicry. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (mocking face) I am if you are.  
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to presume that Susan’s question implies that they should play a game 
(of a sexual nature) together. In reality he does know that her utterance implies criticism, and 
that it is not a suggestion of their own game. This way, Ben conveys criticism, which is evident 
from his mocking face. Since Ben’s mocking face signals jocularity, his criticism is jocular, not 
genuine, in nature. It thus signals Ben’s amusement, not offence. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
SUSAN: You know what I mean. Are you still playing poker? 
138) BEN: (pretendedly believing face to slightly upset face) You’re the one seeing a 
fortune-teller, you tell me.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry signals sarcasm. He knows that the fortune-teller cannot really know 
whether he still plays poker, or not. Thus, he merely pretends to believe it. This way, he conveys 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks slightly sad.) 
[Susan’s sadness indicates her offence.] 
SUSAN: Ben, I don’t care that you lost your watch. Gamble all you like. It doesn’t bother me.  
BEN: What? You’re not angry?  
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SUSAN: No, no, no. Play your poker all you want.  
BEN: What…? Sorry, what’s going on here? Hey, it’s that Zelda woman, isn’t it? 
SUSAN: No. 
BEN: She said something, didn’t she? 
SUSAN: No, and anyway, it doesn’t matter, because it’s all nonsense.  
BEN: Well, what did she say? 
SUSAN: You really wanna know? 
BEN: Yes. 
SUSAN: Oh, it’s ridiculous.  
BEN: Hmm, hmm.  
SUSAN: Zelda just said you were gonna die, that’s all.  
BEN: Sorry, what? 
SUSAN: She said you were going to die. Isn’t that hilarious? 
139) BEN: It is funny. That is really funny. (laughs sarcastically) I mean, that’s an insight, 
isn’t it? (deadpan face) What a revelation. Newsflash! We’re all gonna die.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter, and deadpan face both imply that he is being sarcastic. He 
does not, of course, believe that Zelda’s prediction is an insight, a revelation, or big news, which 
is signalled both through his mimicry, as well as his claim that everybody will die. He delivers 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (laughs) Well, exactly.  
[Susan’s laughter suggests that she is amused, not offended.] 
140) BEN: I mean, come on, these predictions, they’re all so general, aren’t they? I mean, 
they’re never specific. I mean, when did she say I was gonna die, tomorrow? Next week, 
next month, next year? (mocking voice) Or some time in the future? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm here extends over 3 sarcastic RQs (the third, the fourth, and the 
fifth sentence). Ben does not know that Zelda has told Susan when he will die, and he presumes 
that she has not told her the time of his death. This way, he only pretends that Zelda has told 
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Susan when he will die, suggesting (sarcastically, of course) that Zelda could have told her that 
he would die “tomorrow”, “next, week, next month, next, year”, or even “some time in the 
future”. This is clear from his sceptical face, indicating his doubt at the idea of him passing 
away in the near future. Ben thus conveys mockery. The same occurs with his last sarcastic RQ, 
accompanied by a mocking voice, as Ben does not genuinely wonder about his future. Target 
is personal.]  
(SUSAN slightly smiles for a brief moment.) 
[Susan’s reaction indicates her amusement, and not offence.] 
SUSAN: This Thursday, 9.04 p.m.  
BEN: That’s… That’s quite specific.  
SUSAN: Well, anyway… well… It’s all rubbish! 
141) BEN: Course it’s rubbish! Course it’s… Well, what other little gems did she come up 
with, then? 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcasm here concerns the expression “little gems”. A gem is something 
precious, and Ben does not believe that a prediction (even though unlikely) of his death is an 
invaluable matter. Since he says “other little gems”, it suggests that he refers to the prediction 
about his death as a gem as well. Therefore, his labelling of such issues is sarcastic, and delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
142) SUSAN: Oh, something stupid about (imitates ZELDA; mocking face) “a travel 
opportunity for someone we know well”.  
[Sarcasm. Here, Susan mimics Zelda, and uses a mocking face, which results in sarcasm. By 
echoing Zelda’s utterance from before, Susan, together with her mocking face, adopts a 
dissociative stance towards Zelda’s behaviour, and, thus, conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) There you go, there you go, you see? It’s all rubbish. It’s all 
nonsense. I mean, I’m gonna be around for a long while yet, Susan. Come on. It’s gonna 
be a long time before the Grimm Reaper comes knocking on my door.  
[Ben’s serious face discloses his offence.] 
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(Someone knocks at the door.) 
SUSAN: Come in! 
BEN: You don’t have to sound so keen. 
(Enters MICHAEL.) 
MICHAEL: Hi! Bit of good news – Giles invited me to spend summer at his parents’ place in 
Tuscany. Cool, eh? Sleep well. (leaves) 
SUSAN: A travel opportunity for someone we know well. 
BEN: Yes, but how well do we really know Michael? 
(In the kitchen.) 
143) MICHAEL: (smiles sarcastically) So… 9:04 tomorrow, huh?  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcastic smile indicates sarcasm. He does not genuinely believe Ben will 
die tomorrow at 9:04. He merely delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (smiles) Yeah, it’s crazy, isn’t it? 
[Ben’s smile signals his amusement, not offence.] 
MICHAEL: Yeah. So, do you have that money I lent you? 
BEN: You don’t believe all that guff, do you, Michael? 
MICHAEL: Course not. Seriously, though, have you got it? 
BEN: Michael, it’s all nonsense, all right? 
MICHAEL: Actually, I think there’s a lot we don’t understand. Remember Mr. Carlisle, my old 
history teacher? 
144) BEN: (excited voice) Oh! (monotone voice) No.  
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between the first, and the second expression. Ben uses an excited 
voice to say “Oh!”, suggesting that he remembers the teacher. This is then contrasted with the 
monotone voice accompanying his negation, meaning he does not remember him. Target is 
personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks serious.) 
 [Michael’ seriousness suggests he is offended.] 
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MICHAEL: Well, he was sceptical when he was told a lot of money would be coming his way, 
but he stopped laughing when it happened.  
BEN: Really? What? He got rich? 
145) MICHAEL: No, he was hit by a Securicor van. (laughs sarcastically) 
[Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm, and consequently, mockery. It is also 
the only sarcastic behaviour here. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Ha, ha, ha. That’s funny. That’s funny.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm, which extends over the entire utterance. 
Ben does thus not really believe Michael story, and subsequent sarcastic laughter to be funny, 
but the exact opposite; namely, awful. Ben thus delivers genuine criticism; namely, he is 
offended. Target is personal.] 
(MICHAEL laughs sarcastically)  
[Michael’s sarcastic laughter indicates a genuine mockery, and thus his own offence.] 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) You really kill me. (MICHAEL leaves.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben does not believe that Michael kills him (with his joke), since he does not feel 
affiliated with Michael’s behaviour, as seen from his sarcastic laughter. Thus, Ben delivers 
genuine criticism; meaning that he is offended. Target is personal.] 
[Michael’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
BEN: No, you don’t kill me. You don’t kill me. (on the phone) Ronnie, Ronnie, hello, yeah, 
it’s, it’s Ben. Harper. Don’t call me that, Ronnie. I don’t like the nickname “Cashpoint”. OK? 
Yeah. Erm, listen, um, the game. Yeah, tell the boys, er, it’s tonight at my place. And Ronnie… 
Ronnie, bring the watch. I’ve got a feeling my luck is about to change. 
SUSAN: You’re playing poker here? 
BEN: Yeah. Yeah, why not? You said it would be OK.  
SUSAN: You know what? Have fun. Enjoy yourself.  
BEN: Oh, thank you. 




SUSAN: Hello, Roger. How did the other night go? 
ROGER: Hm. Some blokes’ night out that was. It was a disaster! And that whole pub violence 
thing is very overrated. 
SUSAN: Well, if you’re looking for something blokish, Roger, there’s always poker.  
BEN: No, no, no…. 
SUSAN: Ben, why don’t you ask… 
BEN: No. 
SUSAN: Roger if he’d like to play the game tonight? 
BEN: No, please, no, Susan. Look, poker is meant to be game of fun, and it won’t be with this 
halfwit hanging around. (to ROGER) No offence, Roger.  
ROGER: None taken.  
SUSAN: It would be good karma for you. 
146) BEN: (doubtful face) Karma?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not believe in Karma, so he uses the 
questions not to seek confirmation about whether he has understood Susan correctly. He uses it 
to imply that Roger playing poker with him, and his friends does not have anything to do with 
Karma. He delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) You know, just in case.  
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
BEN: With this… I’m… I’ve got 36 hours of… Would you just let me leave in pea… Oh, all 
right, fine.  
(SUSAN leaves.) 
BEN: Roger, do you know how to play poker?  
ROGER: No, I haven’t a clue.  




BEN: Help yourselves to drinks, boys, all right? Ice in the fridge. Here we go. (to ROGER) 
Take that off, Roger, that looks really stupid. 
ROGER: Sorry. I’m so excited. Playing cards in a proper card game. 
BEN: All right, all right. Calm down. And Roger, Roger, don’t… Don’t say snap, don’t say 
twist, and don’t ask for Mrs. Bun the Baker’s wife.  
ROGER: Got it. So, all these chaps are fairly new to the game? 
BEN: Yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah. They’re all novices. Well, except him. He’s played once, or 
twice.  
ROGER: Oh, good. Cos I’d hate to think I was just here to be fleeced. 
BEN: Fleeced? 
(They all laugh.) 
BEN: As if we’d do that, Rog. Now, all you’ve got to look out for is the tell.  
ROGER: The tell? 
BEN: Yes, a little giveaway sign that some players make that shows you they’re holding a good 
hand.  
ROGER: I see. 
BEN: OK? They can be really subtle. You know, bead of sweat, microscopic twitch, involuntary 
movement of the hand. 
ROGER: Right.  
POKER FRIEND 1: I’m out.  
POKER FRIEDN 2: I’m out.  
ROGER: I’m in.  
(In the bedroom.) 
SUSAN: You finished early.  
147) BEN: (pretendedly surprised face) Have I? Oh, yes, because, look… at… the… time. 
(Throws SUSAN his watch.) 
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[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether the game has ended early, but merely 
pretends not to know it, which is visible from his mimicry. He actually implies that he knows 
exactly what time it is, as he has won back his watch. He delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks unamused.) 
[Susan’s lack of amusement signals her offence.] 
SUSAN: You got the watch back.  
148) BEN: Mm. (scatters a big amount of money onto the bed) And look, look at this little 
windfall. 
[Sarcasm. The expression “little” here is sarcastic, since Ben scatters a big amount of money 
onto the bed, which is precisely the opposite of a “little” windfall. This way, Ben conveys 
mockery, since Susan had mocked him earlier for always losing money while playing poker. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (worried face) Oh, my God, you won! 
[Susan’s mimicry suggests that she is offended.] 
149) BEN: (upset face) There’s no pleasing you, is there? I lose, you moan, I win, you 
moan. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether there is a way to please Susan, or not. 
Instead, his mimicry, and his claim that Susan complains, regardless of what he does, suggest 
that Ben believes that she cannot possibly be pleased. In other words, Ben’s sarcastic RQ 
implies the assertion that Susan cannot possibly be pleased, and delivers criticism of the target. 
The latter is personal.]  
SUSAN: (slightly sad face) You don’t get it. Zelda’s right again. She said somebody 
very close to me would have a windfall.  
[Susan’s facial expression indicates her offence.] 
BEN: You didn’t tell me that. 
SUSAN: Well, I never thought for a minute it would be you. She was right about the money. 
She was right about Michael’s trip. You don’t think she was right about you as well? 
BEN: No. No. No… What time does she close?  
(At ZELDA’s place.) 
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BEN: Er, look, I know it’s late… I’m sorry.  
ZELDA: Can I help you? 
BEN: Yes. Um, my name’s Frank. Frank, er, Zodiac.  
ZELDA: Frank Zodiac?  
BEN: Yeah. I was just passing by, and I thought you might give me a quick reading.  
ZELDA: Ben? 
BEN: Hm?  
ZELDA: I know who you are. 
BEN: You… What? How?  
ZELDA: Well, I did a ritualistic cleansing with Susan, and we, er, we burnt your photograph. 
Also, Frank Zodiac is a really stupid name.  
BEN: Yeah, well… actually, your stupid mumbo jumbo is just sort of beginning to freak me 
out. So, what I’d like you to do is, is ring up the people you speak to, you know, out there, and 
tell them that this has all been a terrible mistake.  
ZELDA: Yeah, I don’t speak to the other side, Ben, I’m merely a channel for cosmic forces. 
I’m an interpreter, that’s all. But my gifts allow me to see events which, based on certain 
influences, may, or may not happen. And sometimes, external forces come into play, and 
change events in a way which… I can’t predict.  
BEN: Whoa. Worth every penny, aren’t you? So, what you’re saying is… that I might die, or I 
might not.  
ZELDA: Yes. 
BEN: And it might be tomorrow, or it might not. 
ZELDA: Yes.  
BEN: It might be 9:04, or it might not.  
ZELDA: Exactly. I, erm, I hope that’s been of some help to you. 
BEN: It might have been… or it might not.  
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(In the kitchen.) 
JANEY: Where’s Dad? 
SUSAN: He was up late last night, he’s having a lie-in.  
150) MICHAEL: (deadpan face) You’d think he’d be out, and about, considering the lie-in 
he’s gonna get after 9:04.  
[Sarcasm. Michael does not genuinely believe that Ben will die at 9:04. This is evident both 
from his deadpan face, as well as his prior mocking of Ben in the kitchen when they talked 
about the prediction. And it is also evident from his posterior claim that the prediction is 
nonsensical. Michael thus merely pretends that Ben will die in the evening, and delivers 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: Not funny, Michael. He’s worried sick. 
[Susan’s reaction indicates her offence.] 
MICHAEL: Mum, it’s all nonsense.  
SUSAN: I know. I know.  
JANEY: That’s not all for Dad, is it?  
SUSAN: It’s a treat. Breakfast in bed. (leaves the kitchen with a try full of food) 
JANEY: He’ll be dead by lunchtime if he eats all that lot.  
(Comes ABI.) 
ABI: Ohh… Have you seen Roger? He never came home last night.  
151) MICHAEL: (serious to slightly upset face) And that’s a bad thing why? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not genuinely wonder why Abi believes that this is a bad thing. 
Instead, he implies that it is not a bad thing, and that also Abi should agree with him. A strong 
indicator of sarcastic meaning here is Michael’s facial expression. This way, he delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
ABI: (worrying face) I’m really worried. I’m scared he might have won a load of money, 
and run off to Skegness to live his dream.  
[Abi’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
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152) JANEY: (sceptical face) Who lives their dream in Skegness? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey’s mimicry signals that Janey does not genuinely wonder who dreams of 
living in Skegness, but rather implies that no one dreams of it. She delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.]  
ABI: (serious face) You’ve got to help me look for him.  
[Abi’s facial expression indicates her offence.] 
MICHAEL: No need. He’s under the table.  
ABI: Oh! Roger, wake up!  
ROGER: Don’t make me go to school, there are bad boys there. Ooh! 
ABI: Wake up, Roger.  
ROGER: Oh! Hello, sweetheart. Oh! What a night I had. Playing hold ‘em with the guys. It’s a 
card game.  
ABI: Roger, all our holiday money’s missing form your Gandalf lunch box. 
ROGER: I know, I used it for the game.  
ABI: And where is it now? 
ROGER: Look, Abi, I might have lost all the money, but it was worth it. I’ve never felt so alive, 
so… so manly! There’s even talk of going to a proper casino next week.  
ABI: Well, you’re not going. No more lads’ nights out for you. (to SUSAN) I’m sorry, Susan. 
You know I know you did your best, but really, I think this is the last time I come to you for 
advice.  
SUSAN: You promise? 
ABI: And as for you, you’re staying home with me from now on. And you can cook your own 
fish fingers, and spaghetti hoops. And if you think you’re sharing my bed, you can forget it. 
You’re on the couch! (leaves) 
153) SUSAN: (mocking face; to ROGER) Sleeping on the couch, eh? You’re a real bloke 
now. 
[Sarcasm. Sarcasm here covers the entire utterance. The first part comprises a sarcastic RQ. 
Susan does not genuinely seek Roger’s confirmation about him sleeping on the couch. She 
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implies that she will sleep on a couch, and delivers mockery. Her implication that she knows 
that Roger will have to sleep on the couch is evident from her witnessing Abi’s demand. The 
mockery conveyed is, apart from the fact that the RQ is sarcastic, additionally cued by Susan’s 
mocking face. Target is personal. The second part of the utterance is part of Susan’s sarcasm as 
well, since Susan does not sincerely believe Roger is a real man now. He has just been told to 
sleep on the couch by his wife, which contrasts with his earlier belief about himself being a real 
bloke (as when he went out with Michael, and his friends, to have a blokes’ night out), and 
feeling manly. Susan’s sarcasm in this case is signalled by her mocking face as well. Target is 
personal.] 
 (ROGER looks sad.) 
[Roger’s sadness indicates that he is offended.] 
(In the living room.) 
BEN: This is not gonna happen, is it? 
SUSAN: Course not.  
154) BEN: Won’t happen, won’t happen… (mocking face, laughs) I mean, how am I gonna 
die?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder how he is going to die. Instead, he implies he 
will not die, and delivers mockery. This is further signalled by his mocking face, and laughter. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) Of boredom.  
[Sarcasm. Susan does not genuinely believe Ben will die of boredom. She merely pretends to 
believe this in order to deliver criticism, as she is annoyed by Ben’s sarcastic RQ, and feels 
bored. This signals her offence. Susan’s sarcasm is additionally indicated by her mimicry. 
Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks dissatisfied.) 
[Ben’s facial expression suggests that he is offended.] 
BEN: Fancy a curry?  
155) SUSAN: (annoyed face) They won’t deliver in time.  
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[Sarcasm. Again, Susan does not actually believe that they could not deliver curry in time, as 
she does not really believe that Ben will die. She only pretends to believe that there is no 
sufficient time left. This is signalled by her annoyed face, and her earlier suggestion that she is 
bored. And her mimicry is precisely what further substantiates her disbelief at the prospect of 
Ben passing away, making the sincere interpretation of her utterance impossible, since it would 
imply that Ben will die, which is contrary to her actual belief. Target is personal.]  
(BEN looks annoyed.) 
[Ben’s annoyance signals his offence.] 
156) BEN: Why did she say 9:04? I’m gonna miss The Sopranos.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s suggestion that he will miss The Sopranos implies that Zelda could have 
predicted some other time of his death. This implies that Ben does not believe in Zelda’s 
prediction, making his question a sarcastic rhetorical one. He does not, thus, genuinely wonder 
why Zelda did not set a different time of his death, but implies his incredulity at Zelda’s 
prediction, together with his negative evaluative attitude. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (slightly smiles) I’ll record it for you.  
[Sarcasm. Susan does not sincerely think that she needs to record The Sopranos, as she does 
not actually believe Ben will die, which is evident from her mimicry, as well as from her earlier 
conversations with Ben on the matter. Hence, Susan merely pretends that she will record the 
show for Ben. She knows in case Ben really died he could not watch the show anyway, which 
is a further argument for the futility of her actually recording the show, and her consequential 
disbelief that she would really do it. An additional marker of her sarcasm is her smile, which, 
apart from disclosing her disbelief at the idea of Ben dying that evening, also indicates her 
playfulness; and, hence, jocular mockery of Ben. Target is, therefore, personal.] 
(BEN chuckles sarcastically, and looks a bit upset.) 
[Ben’s sarcastic chuckle indicates sarcasm. Together with a slightly upset face it implies that 
he feels offended by Susan’s sarcastic remark. As is evident, despite Susan employing sarcasm 
in a playful manner, to promote solidarity (i.e. as banter), Ben’s assessment of the behaviour 
differs from hers, resulting in him being insulted, rather than entertained by Susan.] 
SUSAN: (regretful face) Sorry. 
[Susan’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
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SUSAN: Do you have regrets? 
157) BEN: (deadpan face) What, apart from not ordering a curry earlier, not really. 
[Sarcasm. Sarcasm here concerns the first sentence, and is realised through Ben’s pretending to 
presume that Susan wondered whether he has any recent regrets (as in ordering curry earlier), 
while she actually wants to know whether he has any regrets in life in general, as in whether he 
would have lived differently than he has. Ben’s pretence is signalled by his deadpan face. Ben 
therefore delivers mockery, and not a sincere answer to Susan’s question. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
BEN: What about you? Any unfulfilled wishes?  
SUSAN: I wish we’d gone to Venice together. So beautiful. St. Mark’s, the Bridge of Sighs, 
the Doge’s Palace.  
BEN: A little dwarf in a red coat. Oh, God. 
SUSAN: This is horrible. Just sitting here, waiting.  
BEN: I’ll tell you what…I tell you what we could while we’re waiting.  
SUSAN: You mean, go out with a bang. 
BEN: Ooh, you flatterer! Come on, why not? Get your kit off!  
SUSAN: Hurry. 
BEN: Yeah.  
SUSAN: We’ve only got a few minutes. 
BEN: It’s never been a problem before.  
SUSAN: Speak for yourself. 
BEN: Yeah, yeah, hey! There’s a bottle of champagne in the fridge. 
SUSAN: I’ve been saving that for a special occasion. 
BEN: Funny! Come on. Come on.  
SUSAN: I’ll get the glasses.  
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BEN: I’ll get the champagne.  
SUSAN: OK, fine. Get ten glasses. 
BEN: I’ve got the champagne. I’ve got the champagne. This is gonna be good. Come one, let’s 
go! No, no, no, no, no, don’t waste time going upstairs, right here! 
SUSAN: But what if the kids come home? It’ll scar them for life.  
BEN: Oh, I’ll be dead. You deal with it. Come on. Let’s go, let’s go. Tell you what. I’ll get the 
champagne. I’ll get the champagne… 
SUSAN: I’ll get the trousers… 
158) BEN: Oh, please! Please, please, take your time, take your time. This is going to be 
good. No, don’t take your time. Hurry up, hurry up. Ah! (slightly upset face) What are 
you doing?! 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder what Susan is doing, but implies that she is 
doing something wrong, and delivers criticism; which is evident from his mimicry. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) Your zip’s stuck.  
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
159) BEN: Oh, God, you idiot! Ah! (upset face) What are you doing?! What are you doing?! 
[Sarcasm. It extends over the two sarcastic RQs. Ben does not sincerely wonder what Susan is 
doing, but implies criticism, the same as above. This is clear from his mimicry. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) I know. We need to cut it.  
[Susan’s seriousness suggests her offence.] 
160) BEN: (appalled face) Cut it?! Cut…?! No, the trousers, I hope. Trousers. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben is appalled at the idea of Susan cutting “it”. He does not genuinely seek 
for Susan’s confirmation. He conveys criticism. This is evident from his mimics. Target is 
personal.]  
SUSAN: (serious face) Come on. 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence.] 
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161) BEN: (upset face) Susan, come on… What are you doing? You’re gonna cut them 
with what?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Sarcasm here comprises two sarcastic RQs. Ben does not genuinely wonder 
what Susan is doing, or what she will use to cut the zip. Instead, he implies criticism with both 
sarcastic RQs. This is evident from his facial expression. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) Ah! 
[Susan’s seriousness suggests that she is offended.] 
BEN: NO! NOT SCISSORS! For God’s sake, Susan, calm down!  
SUSAN: Aha! 
BEN: OK, pliers, pliers, pliers. Careful, careful, careful, careful. Ah! Ah! Ah! Finger, finger, 
finger. Finger. Ah! Not finger, not finger. Just get off. Come on, Susan. Let’s go, no time. Come 
on. Let’s go. No… Just here. Right here, come on.  
SUSAN: No, been there, done that.  
BEN: OK, you’ve done that. Let’s go somewhere else. Come on! We’re running out of time, 
Susan. Running out of time. Come, baby. It’s just us. Me, and you. It… Oh. 
SUSAN: Typical. 
BEN: Come on, let’s go. Yeah, baby.  
SUSAN: On, no. Wait, wait, wait. 
BEN: What, what? What? O, sorry, sorry.  
SUSAN: It’s the watch.  
BEN: Yes… (looks at the watch) 9:27?  
(BEN, and SUSAN look at the clock in their living room.) 
SUSAN: It still says ten to nine. 
BEN: You know what this means, don’t you? 
SUSAN: Oh, my God. I’m dead, too?  
BEN: No! The clock stopped! I’m nor dead! It’s nearly half past. 
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SUSAN: And you’re still alive?  
BEN: Yes, apparently.  
BEN, AND SUSAN: Oh!  
BEN: See? I told you. I told you. It was not going to happen.  
SUSAN: Of course not.  
BEN: Whew! Whoo.  
SUSAN: What shall we do now?  
BEN: We’ll order that curry.  
(At ZELDA’s place.) 
SUSAN: Well, thankfully your prediction about Ben didn’t come true.  
162) BEN: (chuckles sarcastically) Like we ever thought it would.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic chuckle signals sarcasm. It extends over the entire utterance. Ben 
implies that they never thought the prediction would come true. He delivers mockery. Target is 
personal.] 
ZELDA: (happy face) Oh, well, I couldn’t be more pleased.  
[Zelda’s mimicry signals her amusement, not offence.] 
SUSAN: Still, we thought we’d let you know that some good has come of it. Ben, and I have 
just come from the travel agent. We’re going for that long-overdue holiday in Venice.  
ZELDA: Oh, that’s lovely! You’re not thinking of flying, are you?  
 
12.1.4. EPISODE 4: THE WAX JOB 
(At BEN’s dental surgery.) 
BEN: You see, Olivia, look, there’s nothing to worry about. Just a little cleaning, that’s all, isn’t 
it, Mummy? A little, little cleaning. So, come on, come on, open wide. Give, give me the teddy. 
Ah, ah, come on, come on. All right, there, you see, Mr. Teddy likes his teeth cleaned. (to the 
teddy bear): Don’t you, Mr. Teddy? (as if the teddy bear spoke) Oh, I love my teeth cleaned. I 
love my teeth cleaned.  
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BEN: (to OLIVIA) You see, look. Look, there’s nothing to worry about. There. Oh, look, he’s 
loving that. (Accidentally breaks off teddy’s head. OLIVIA starts to cry.) It’s all right. There 
you are. There.  
(At home, in the living room. SUSAN brings a bottle of champagne together with two glasses.) 
BEN: Aha! How did you hear? 
SUSAN: Hear what? 
BEN: My big news. 
SUSAN: Yeah, but I have big news. 
BEN: Yeah, well, let me tell you mine first. 
SUSAN: No, but I want to tell you mine.  
BEN: I think we’re gonna have a problem. 
SUSAN: Let’s toss for it. 
BEN: OK, let’s toss.  
SUSAN: Heads, or tails?  
BEN: Heads.  
SUSAN: I became manager of the art gallery today.  
163) BEN: (smiles sarcastically) You didn’t even look at it. 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic smile signals sarcasm. It discloses Ben’s attitude towards the target. 
Ben does not find Susan’s cheating pleasant, or funny, but implies a contrary disposition; 
namely, he finds it irritating. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (laughs) I know, I know. I couldn’t wait to tell you. I won’t bore you with the 
details, but let’s just say it’s more money. 
[Susan’s laughter in this case is genuine, so it signals her amusement, not offence.] 
BEN: Oh, really? More money? 
SUSAN: Mm-hm. 




BEN: My big news is, I’m, erm, quitting my job.  
SUSAN: What? 
BEN: Yeah, I’m selling my practice to the Cavitex Corporation.  
SUSAN: The ones from the adverts with Bristles, that stupid singing bear? 
164) BEN: Listen, my darling, that stupid bear is gonna bring us a whole shedload of 
money. 
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between “stupid bear”, and a lot of money. Since, because of 
the bear, Ben will get a lot of money, he does not find it stupid. Thus, he uses the expression 
“stupid bear” here to echo Susan’s label, and imply a dissociative attitude towards the bear 
being called stupid. Sarcasm covers the expression “my darling” as well, since Ben does not 
sincerely address Susan as darling in this case, precisely due to his criticism towards her 
deeming the bear stupid. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (pretendedly excited face) Ho–ho–ho. Enough for you to retire?  
[Sarcasm. Since Susan utters “Ho–ho–ho” with a pretendedly excited face, it implies that she 
is being sarcastic, and does not, in fact, find Ben’s news of selling his practice to Cavitex 
Corporation exciting. Susan’s sarcasm implies genuine mockery, meaning that she is offended. 
Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
BEN: Well, no, we’ll have to bodge it a bit, but, you know, hey, there are positives. 
SUSAN: Like what? 
BEN: I won’t have to do anything. And I’m practically stealing from the Cavitex Corporation 
in the first place. I mean, and you, you’ll be earning more money, won’t you? 
SUSAN: Yes. 
BEN: Eh, remember, Mrs., eh, manager? This has come pretty quickly. I mean, you’ve only 
been there three months. 
SUSAN: Two years.  
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BEN: Two years.  
SUSAN: Still, I suppose it means you can spend more time with the family. 
165) BEN: (brief sarcastic smile) True, but that shouldn’t stop me. Here’s to me. 
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to presuppose that Susan wants to imply that his spending more time 
with the family is a disadvantage that the new situation has brough. He knows that what Susan 
really means is that spending more time with family is an advantage, and not something 
negative. This suggestion is further cued by a brief sarcastic smile when uttering “True”, 
signalling his pretended agreement with Susan. Through his pretence, Ben delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (looks annoyed) Here’s to us. 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
BEN: Here’s to us.  
(In the kitchen.) 
SUSAN: Does this jacket say sophistication, or is it too artsy? 
ALFIE: It screams sophistication with just the right amount of artsy.  
SUSAN: I want to strike a balance between artistic, and powerful. It needs to say “I’m in charge, 
but not bossy”.  
ALFIE: Your jacket has many personalities.  
MICHAEL: Stop worrying. Your jacket didn’t get the promotion, you did.  
SUSAN: All right, all right, you’re right. So, so, not bossy, then? Quickly! 
MICHAEL: No, not bossy.  
(Enters BEN.) 
166) MICHAEL: Mum told us about you retiring. (sarcastic smile) So, where you off to, 
Spain, South of France? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s sarcastic smile indicates that the questions is not genuine, but 
sarcastic. Hence, Michael does not honestly wonder whether Ben will go to live abroad. Instead, 
he implies (note the sarcastic smile) he will not go to Span, or South of France, and delivers 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
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BEN: (serious face) I’ll be here.  
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
167) MICHAEL: (pretendedly worried face) Oh, didn’t invest wisely. 
[Sarcasm. Michael’s mimicry suggests that he is not actually worried about Ben not being able 
to go to live abroad now that he has retired. Instead, he merely fakes that he is worried, resulting 
in sarcasm. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN laugh sarcastically) 
[Ben’s sarcastic laughter, together with the fact that his son mocks him, suggests that his own 
sarcasm delivers genuine criticism as well. This means that he is offended. Target is personal.] 
(MICHEAL looks serious as he leaves.) 
[Michael’s mimicry suggests that he is offended.] 
ALFIE: So, what will you do with all your free time? 
BEN: I’ve, erm… decided on a hobby.  
SUSAN: What hobby? 
BEN: Mm, promise not to laugh? 
SUSAN: I promise.  
BEN: I’m going to, erm… paint… the model figurines of famous battles. (SUSAN laughs.) 
SUSAN: Sorry, sorry, go on.  
BEN: And I’m gonna build dioramas to put the figures on… (SUSAN laughs hysterically) You 
did promise not to laugh.  
168) SUSAN: I know. But how could I foresee your hobby would be that ridiculous? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely ask Ben how she could have foreseen his hobby, but 
implies that she could not have foreseen it, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (upset face) It’s a perfectly legitimate hobby.  
[Ben’s mimics reveals his offence.] 
SUSAN: Of course, it is.  
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ALFIE: I’ve got a hobby. It really relieves the tension, and leaves you feeling refreshed. I do it 
every morning in the shower…  
BEN: OK, please, stop there.  
169) ALFIE: What’s wrong with singing in the shower? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Alfie does not genuinely wonder about the reasons why singing in the shower 
would be wrong. He implies that there is nothing wrong with it, and conveys criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s facial expression indicates that he feels offended.] 
SUSAN: I can’t be late for my first day as manager. Wish me luck.  
170) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Mm-hm, you’re gonna need it in that jacket.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm on its own. It serves Ben to convey mockery 
of Susan’s jacket. Also, it is related to a mismatch between the mimicry displaying positive 
emotion (i.e. laughing), and the negative verbal content (i.e. Susan is dressed awfully). This 
additionally signals sarcasm of Ben’s laughter. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (worried face) You don’t like my jacket? 
[Susan’s worried face discloses her offence.] 
171) BEN: You laughed at my hobby. (laughs sarcastically) See, hurts, doesn’t it? 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he is being sarcastic. Again, it signals sarcasm 
on its own. Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
(SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
(Enters JANEY.) 
SUSAN: Oh, Janey, I’m sorry, I can’t watch Kenzo tonight.  
JANEY: Oh, that’s OK. I won’t be going anywhere. I dumped Richard. 
SUSAN: I thought you like him. 
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172) JANEY: Hm. He had this creepy habit. He couldn’t stop smiling. He smiled through 
everything. And I mean, everything! (serious to slightly mocking face) What is wrong 
with these guys? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not sincerely wonder what could be wrong with them, but implies 
that everything is wrong with them, and delivers criticism. All this is evident form her mimicry 
as well. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: Oh, Janey, darling, I love you. You’re my daughter, blah, blah, blah, but, 
(deadpan face) have you ever thought it might be you? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely ask Janey whether she believes that she might be 
the problem, she implies that Janey might be the problem. This is additionally signalled by her 
facial expression. It is left clear that Susan’s criticism is genuine, so she is offended by Jayne’s 
sarcasm. This way, she delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (upset face) What?  
[Janey’s mimicry indicates her offence.] 
173) SUSAN: (slightly suggestive face) What is the one common element in all your failed 
relationships? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not honestly ask Janey what she believes to be the common 
component of her failed relationships, but suggests that this common element is Janey; which 
is seen from Susan’s mimicry as well. Susan thus conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (laughs sarcastically) They’re all prats!  
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm. The latter is further substantiated by her 
reply that they are all prats. Janey, by means of sarcastic mimicry, indicates that the answer 
should be obvious to Susan as well, and this way delivers genuine criticism, disclosing her 
offence. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
JANEY: Oh, God! It’s me? 
SUSAN: Darling, I have to run. 
174) JANEY: What?  
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[A sarcastic RQ. Janey does not genuinely seek for a clarification, but implies her criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) Why don’t you talk to your father about it? 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence.] 
175) JANEY: (upset face) Dad? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Again, Janey does not genuinely wonder whether she should talk to her father 
about it. She implies that she will not do that, and delivers criticism; whis is evident from her 
mimicry as well. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
176) BEN: (irritated face) Me? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder whether Jayne should talk to him about it. He 
implies that she should not, and delivers criticism. This is additionally signalled by his facial 
expression. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance suggests that she is offended.] 
JANEY: I’d rather talk to a wall. (to BEN) No offence.  
BEN: None taken. I’d rather you did talk to a wall, too.  
JANEY: I mean, Dad doesn’t know anything about relationships. 
177) (BEN laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm.] 
 (JANEY looks serious.) 
[Janey’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
SUSAN: These are all very good books on how to manage relationships. They might be of some 
help. 
JANEY: Why do you have so many? 
SUSAN: I’m married to your father.  
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178) (BEN laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious, and leaves.) 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence.] 
JANEY: “How to Manage Your Partner’s Anger?” This one looks like it’s been torn in half, 
and taped back together.  
BEN: Oh, yeah, yeah. Yep, that was not a good night. That was a very bad night.  
(At BEN’s surgery.)  
ROGER: Hello, Ben. Wonderful news. 
BEN: Please, hold on. 
ROGER: What are you writing? 
179) BEN: I’m writing gibberish to make it look like I’m too busy to talk to you, and then 
you’ll leave, (excited face) but it’s not working. 
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between Ben’s verbal, and non-verbal behaviour. Namely, Ben’s 
expectations of Roger leaving him alone are not met, which clashes with the excited face he 
puts on while suggesting that. This clash gives rise to sarcasm. It means that Ben’s excited face 
is merely a pretence, and that, in reality, he is anything but excited. Ben thus conveys criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER smiles.) 
[Roger’s smile signals his amusement, not offence.] 
ROGER: Ben, I’ve been bought out by Cavitex too! We’re finally gonna be working for the 
same company.  
180) BEN: (smiles sarcastically) Oh, really?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely seek Roger’s confirmation, but implies that Roger’s 
idea of their working together is wrong, as Ben has quit the job. His sarcasm is additionally 
signalled by his sarcastic smile. Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER looks excited.) 
[Roger’s mimicry suggests that he is amused, not offended.] 
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BEN: Well, I’m not staying. 
ROGER: What, not even to work alongside me? 
181) BEN: (sceptical to slightly mocking face) As tempting as that may sound, Roger, no. 
I’m taking this opportunity of running like hell, and never looking back. With 
companies like Cavitex, you’re just a nameless, faceless employee.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not believe that working alongside Roger is tempting. This is evident from 
the first part of their conversation, as well as from Ben’s mimicry. Ben merely pretends that 
working with Roger is tempting. He implies the opposite of that, and thus conveys mockery. 
Target is personal.] 
ROGER: (excited face) Yes, I know. Isn’t it exciting? I’m going to be employee number 
1378.  
[Roger’s mimicry suggests that he is amused, not offended.] 
(Enters MR. GRIFFITH.) 
MR. GRIFFITH: I hope I’m not interrupting.  
182) BEN: Not at all, Mr. Griffith, 1378 was just leaving. Right, I suppose you have my 
contract to sign. 
[Sarcasm. Ben pretends to go along with the idea of using numbers, instead of names, to identify 
employees. It is obvious from his conversation with Roger that he dislikes this idea. Therefore, 
when he says to Mr. Griffith that “1378 was just leaving”, he uses the number ID, instead of 
the name (i.e. Roger), to deliver criticism. Target is personal.] 
MR. GRIFFITH: (smiles) I do, but first I wanted to talk to you about staying on here. 
We’d love to have you as part of the Cavitex family. 
[Mr. Griffith’s smile signals his amusement, no offence.] 
BEN: Please, don’t mention the F word.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Is there nothing for me to do to persuade you to stay? 
BEN: Nope. I will not be a cog in your machine.  
ROGER: (to MR. GRIFFITH) I was born to be a cog. 
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BEN: You’re everything that’s wrong with dentistry today, Mr. Griffith, everything. All you 
are concerned about is money. Is that my cheque? 
MR. GRIFFITH: If you sign these papers, we’ll send it to you.  
BEN: Yep.  
MR. GRIFFITH: You might want to look that over before you sign it. 
BEN: Nah, nah, nah, nah, nah, I’m out. Out of this stinking hellhole. (to ROGER) You can take 
your poxy surgery, and stick it.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Well, I’m glad you’re here, Roger.  
ROGER: Please, call me 1378. 
MR. GRIFFITH: Right, here’s your Cavitex employee manual for you to memorise.  
BEN: (to ROGER): Sucker. (to MR. GRIFFITH) Don’t let the door hit you on the way out, Mr. 
Griffith.  
ROGER: Ben, I love everything about this company. Especially Bristles, the bear with brush, 
brush, brush, brush, brushittude.  
BEN: You’re still a lap dog, Roger.  
ROGER: Oh, thanks, Ben. Lap dogs are so cuddly, and lovable.  
BEN: You really don’t know how to take an insult, do you? 
 (At the gallery, in SUSAN’s office.) 
SUSAN: Janey, what are you doing here? 
JANEY: It’s these books you gave me. 
SUSAN: What about them? 
JANEY: They just seem a bi specific. I mean, “Does Your Husband Hate Your Children?”, 
“Manic Depressives and the Women Who Love Them”, “Living Well, When You’re Dead 
Inside”. 
SUSAN: The last one’s a real page turner.  
JANEY: I just don’t think they really deal with what’s wrong with me.  
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SUSAN: I’m sorry, darling, but I have to prepare for the Peter Henry opening, and find an 
assistant for my old job. This is a once in a lifetime opportunity for me, and I need help. 
JANEY: Oh, I’ve got the answer.  
SUSAN: You do? 
JANEY: I’m too self-absorbed.  
(At BEN’s surgery.) 
BEN: Well done, Mr. Crompton, up you come. That’s a good boy, all finished.  
MR. CROMPTON: We’re not done, are we? 
BEN: Mm-hm. I am, you can spit all you like.  
MR. CROMPTON: That seems a little bit rushed.  
BEN: Perhaps because I was just ploughing through. Mm-hm, you know, Mr. Crompton, you’re 
my last patient ever. My God, it felt really good to say that out loud. 
183) MR. CROMPTON: I was your first patient. (upset face) Aren’t you even gonna say 
goodbye?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Mr. Crompton does not sincerely wonder whether Ben will say goodbye to 
him. Instead, he implies that he has not yet said it, and should say it; which is evident form his 
mimicry as well. This way, he delivers criticism. Target is personal.]  
BEN: (slightly surprised face) Oh, are you still here? 
[Ben’s mimicry does not signal amusement; it thus signals his offence.] 
MR. CROMPTON: What’s gonna happen to me? 
184) BEN: It’s all right, Mr. Crompton, you’ll be in the impersonal hands of the Cavitex 
Corporation. (mocking face) Who knows, they might even get a robot to work on you, 
or perhaps even… (enters ROGER) an idiot.  
 
[Sarcasm. Typically, companies promote themselves by suggesting that their customers will be 
in personal hands of their staff. As Ben says that Mr. Crompton will be all right, he creates an 
expectation that Cavitex treats people in the same way. This contrasts with Ben’s idea that Mr. 
Crompton will be in “impersonal hands” of the Cavitex Corporation; making it, thus, clear that 
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Ben merely pretends that the “impersonal hands” are a typical way good, and successful 
companies (just like Cavitex) promote their services. By stating that Cavitex treats people 
impersonally, he implies his mockery. The sarcastic nature of the first part of the utterance is 
further signalled by the exaggerated stress used on “impersonal”. In the second part of the 
utterance, Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely believe that a robot will work on 
Mr. Crompton, but merely pretends to believe this in order to ridicule. Target is personal.) 
 (MR. CROMPTON looks disappointed.) 
[Mr. Crompton’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
ROGER: I thought you could use these empty boxes for packing. 
BEN: Hm? Why? I’m not taking anything.  
ROGER: Well, after 25 years, you must have some personal effects. 
BEN: Mmm, no.  
ROGER: Oh, well, I see you took the fish home.  
185) BEN: (deadpan face) If by home you mean flushed down the toilet, then yes.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not sincerely presume that Roger means that Ben has flushed the fish down 
the toilet. He merely pretends to make such a presumption in order to convey mockery. Ben’s 
sarcasm is additionally cued by his deadpan face. Target is personal.]  
(ROGER looks sad.) 
[Roger’s sad face indicates his offence.] 
ROGER: You know, Ben… I’m really gonna miss working alongside you. I mean, at last…. 
(BEN shuts the door in front of him.) 
BEN: Ah… Look at that. My very, very first scaler.  
(At home, ALFIE plays chord.) 
186) ALFIE: Ah, that’s better. (deadpan face, to BEN) You touch that truck, Mr. Harper, 
and you’ll be out this window quicker than you can say 
Llanfairpwllgwyngyllgogerychwyrndrobwllllantysiliogogogoch! 
[Sarcasm. Alfie’s mimicry (i.e. deadpan face) signals that his second sentence is sarcastic. Alfie 
does, thus, not genuinely suggest that he will throw Ben out of the window, provided Ben 
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removes the truck from the shelf. He merely pretends to warn Ben about his potential course of 
action. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (annoyed face) Out.  
[Ben’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
ALFIE: I was only joking. 
[Alfie’s reaction further highlights that he was not sincere (or serious). His verbal behaviour 
illustrates speaker’s use of the expression “only joking” to compensate for unsuccessful humour 
(here, sarcasm as banter) by claiming that their earlier behaviour should be understood as 
jocular.] 
BEN: I wasn’t. As I haven’t seen a pound for this room yet, I’m requisitioning this room as my 
model room for me toy soldiers.  
ALFIE: Oh, I don’t mind if you do your hobby in my room, Mr. Harper. In fact, I’ll enjoy the 
company. We’ll have good fun.  
187) BEN: (pretendedly considering face) Yeah, yeah, yeah, let me think about that.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry reveals that he does not genuine want to rethink his earlier demand. 
He merely pretends to do it, and conveys criticism Target is personal.] 
[Alfie’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
(ALFIE enters MICHAEL’s room.) 
ALFIE: Hello, roommate. 
(In the kitchen.) 
MICHAEL: I want that pain in the arse out of my room!  
SUSAN: I thought your father moved into Alfie’s room.  
MICHAEL: He did! And I’m stuck with Alfie.  
SUSAN: Michael, relax. Your father will get bored with his hobby in a few days, and you’ll 
get your room back.  
188) MICHAEL: (upset face) That’s it? What kind of help is that? 
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[Sarcastic RQ. Sarcasm here comprises two sarcastic RQs. Michael does not genuinely wonder 
whether that is all Susan has to say; he implies that she should say something more, and delivers 
criticism. With the second sarcastic RQ, Michael does not sincerely wonder about the nature of 
the help, but implies that Susan has not been helpful enough. He delivers criticism. Michael’ 
sarcasm is additionally signalled by his facial expression. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) I’m sorry, but I have too many problems of my own. The way 
things are at the moment; I won’t even have time to cook.  
[Susan’s seriousness implies her offence.] 
189) MICHAEL: Well, if you’re trying to cheer me up, it’s not gonna work.  
[Sarcasm. Michael merely pretends to presume that Susan has implied that her inability to cook 
is a positive, cheerful thing. This way, it is Michael who suggests this, and, thus, delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
BEN: Hiya, Mikey, how’s it going? 
MICHAEL: It stinks. 
BEN: Good. 
SUSAN: Well, you’re in a good mood.  
BEN: Mm-hm. I’m starting my new life; I have a whole new attitude. 
190) SUSAN: But still ignoring your children?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely wonder whether Ben continues to ignore his 
children. She implies that he does, as he does not care about Michael’s well-being (as seen from 
their earlier conversation), and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: Yep, but I’m doing it with a spring in my step. God, those place mats are awful.  
[Ben’s display of satisfaction indicates that he feels amused, not offended.] 
SUSAN: These are prints by an artist we’re showing at the gallery.  
BEN: But they’re rubbish.  
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SUSAN: There’s more to art than beauty, Ben. Perhaps the artist wants you to feel pain, or 
chaos, or confusion… You’re right, they are rubbish, aren’t they? 
(At MICHAEL’s room.) 
ALFIE: Just brushed my teeth. My breath is minty fresh. Which side of the bed do you want to 
sleep on?  
MICHAEL: Both sides. You get the floor.  
ALFIE: I have a bad back.  
191) MICHAEL: (deadpan face) Tough. 
[Sarcasm. Michael’s deadpan face reveals that he does not actually care about Alfie’s well-
being. This contrasts with the expression “tough”, which is normally used to suggest that the 
speaker recognises the difficult situation the addressee finds themselves, and commonly implies 
at least some compassion towards them. Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: (smiles) You’re turning into your father.  
[Alfie’s smile reveals his amusement, not offence.] 
MICHAEL: Don’t you ever say that! 
ALFIE: You know, growing up on a farm, we used to sleep three to a bed.  
192) MICHAEL: (doubtful face) Yeah, right. You, and two pigs.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s mimicry suggests that he does not believe that Alfie used to sleep in his 
bed with two pigs. He merely says is to deliver mockery. Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: (serious face) Oh, I’d forgotten I’d told you. I really appreciate you taking me 
in like this, Michael. You won’t even notice I’m here. Oh, you noticed.  
[Alfie’s seriousness indicates his offence.]  
(In ALFIE’s room, now occupied by BEN. He is painting the soldier figurines.) 
BEN: Wow! Wow!   
(At the gallery, in SUSAN’s office.) 
SUSAN: So, Jillian, do you think you have the skills for this position? 
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JILLIAN: Of course, it’s just answering the phone, and sticking red dots on paintings. A chimp 
could do it. 
SUSAN: I’ve been doing that job for the last two years. Those red dots have to be ordered, you 
know.  
(In ALFIE’s room, now occupied by BEN. He’s painting the soldier figurines.) 
193) BEN: (misses the figurine’s face with a brush, while painting it; to himself) Ohh! 
(irritated face) Great! OK, you lie there. You have been hit by a musket fire at very 
close range, yeah.  
[Irony. Since Ben misses the figurine’s head with a brush, while painting it, his expectations, 
and desires to paint the figurine appropriately are not met, meaning that his “Great!” is not 
sincere. This is further signalled by his mimicry. Ben’s criticism is directed at the situation 
where he misses the figurine’s head with the brush. He does not hold himself accountable for 
it, which is clear from the fact that there are no signals of him being upset with himself. Thus, 
the criticism does not aim himself, or any other human being. This means that the target is 
impersonal, resulting in irony.]  
[Since there is no other collocutor present at the time of his utterance, Ben functions here as his 
own collocutor. Hence, it is his reaction that is relevant to the present analysis. Ben’s mimicry 
suggests that he is offended.] 
(At the gallery.) 
SUSAN: So, do you think you’d fit in here? 
LAURIE: Yeah, I love art, especially that bloke who did the head of blood, and the one who 
cuts animals in half. You know, what’s his name? 
SUSAN: Damien Hurst? 
LAURIE: Yeah, that’s him. I find vivisection, and dismemberment really… beautiful. So, it’d 
just be you, and me here alone most of the time, ha? 
SUSAN: No, we have, er, several security guards, and, erm… and a dog. A very, very, very big 
dog.  
(In ALFIE’s room, now occupied by BEN. He’s painting the soldier figurines.) 
194) BEN: Get a fight started. (unexcited face; to himself) Fabulous.  
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[Irony. Ben’s mimicry implies that he does not really believe that the painting of figurines is 
fabulous. He already feels bored with what he is doing, and delivers criticism towards the slow, 
and tiresome process of painting the figurine soldiers, as he still has many left to paint; without 
holding anyone responsible for it. This means that the target is not a human being, effecting in 
irony.] 
[Since Ben is again his own addressee here, it is his reaction that is relevant to the analysis. 
Ben’s mimicry signals his offence.]  
195) BEN: (to the figurines) Let’s get you done. OK, let’s do it. (bored to slightly upset 
face) Oh, come on, babies. Yeah! 
[Irony. Ben’s irony here covers the expression “babies”. The word “babies” used in such a way 
typically implies certain positive feelings, which contrasts with Ben’s mimicry. This way, Ben 
delivers criticism towards the figurines. The target is, thus, not a human being, which, again, 
results in irony.] 
[The addressees are the figurines. Since they are not human beings, they cannot react to Ben’s 
irony.] 
(At the gallery.) 
SUSAN: I’m sorry, Colin, but when I asked your favourite artist, I was thinking more Van 
Gogh, or Jackson Pollock, not, erm… Nellie Furtado. (COLIN leaves. Comes ABI.) 
ABI: Hi, Susan. Well done on your promotion.  
SUSAN: Oh, thanks, Abi.  
ABI: Heard we were looking for someone to fill your shoes.  
196) SUSAN: (pretendedly worried face) Oh, Abi, that’s very bold of you to try; but, how 
can I put this gently? I don’t think you have the grace, or the style that a job like this 
demands.  I think… intellectually, culturally, and dare I say it, socially, you’d be way 
out of your depth.  
[Sarcasm. Sarcasm here comprises the entire utterance. The first part of it is concretised by a 
sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely wonder how she can gently explain to Abi that she is 
unsuitable for the job. Instead, she employs the sarcastic RQ to convey criticism, which is seen 
from the string of insults she employs afterwards, and from her stating that it is very bold of 
Abi to have made such a suggestion. This is directly related to the second part of Susan’s 
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sarcasm, as the sarcastic RQ provides the clash with the second part of the utterance. There is, 
thus, a mismatch between putting something gently (i.e. treating the target in a positive way), 
and insulting, or diminishing the target that takes place from “I don’t think…” till the end of 
the utterance. The latter, as explained by Culpeper’s (2011) theory, constitutes negative 
treatment of the target. In light of his theory, the clash between the positive, and the negative 
treatment effects in sarcasm. In this case, Susan’s sarcasm is additionally signalled by her 
mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 (ABI looks a bit hurt.) 
[Abi’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
ABI: Actually, I just dropped by with your congratulations card… but thanks for your opinion. 
(leaves, but cannot open the door.) 
SUSAN: You have to push. Oh, no! 
(At home, in the living room.) 
197) MICHAEL: (upset face, irritated voice) But why do we always have to get Chinese? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not genuinely wonder about the reasons why they always need 
to order Chinese food. Instead, he implies that they should not, and delivers criticism. This is 
further signalled by his mimicry, and tone of voice. Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: (serious face) Because you like Chinese. OK, fine, we’ll order Indian.  
[Alfie’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
MICHAEL: You know what curry does to me.  
ALFIE: Now we share a room, I do.  
JANEY: You two really need to work things out.  
MICHAEL: It’s not me, it’s him. He’s impossible.  
JANEY: (looking up some advice from the book) Couples often assign blame.  
MICHAEL: Not couple.  




198) MICHAEL: (sceptical to slightly upset face) You’ve read all of those? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s mimicry suggests that he does not sincerely wonder whether Janey 
has read all the books she carries with her, but implies that she probably has not. This way, he 
delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (serious face) No, just the dusk jackets, but there’s a lot of good stuff here.  
[Janey’s seriousness suggests that she is offended.] 
ALFIE: Personally, I think an objective point of view couldn’t hurt.  
MICHAEL: I’m too hungry to care. 
JANEY: Then, may I make a suggestion? Pizza? 
MICAHEL: I could do that. 
ALFIE: She’s good.  
JANEY: Take a seat. I’m going to ask you both a few questions. You see, I suspect that the 
fabric of your relationship is in the throes of an enmeshed dysfunctional… 
MICHAEL: Just ask our bloody questions! 
JANEY: How’s your sex life? 
ALFIE: Pretty good. 
MICHAEL: What? 
ALFIE: I’m saying, pretty good. Oh, us, God, no.  
MICHAEL: This is ridiculous.  
JANEY: Mikey… 
ALFIE: I’m willing to work through our issues… but he is distant, and closed off.  
JANEY: Michael, you have to be open if you’re going to make progress in your relationship.  
MICHAEL: I’m not in a relationship; I’m ordering pizza. 
JANEY: (to ALFIE) It takes time. 
BEN: Morning. 
JANEY: It’s… night. Dad, are you all right? 
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BEN: I’m fine, Mikey, fine, fine… Just looking for some butter… to, erm… get this soldier off 
my face. I’m… I’m dizzy.  
MICHAEL: I’m not surprised. You’ve been in your hobby room all day, inhaling paint, and 
glue.  
BEN: Janey, just cos I’ve got a soldier stuck to my face, doesn’t mean that I’m… Morning. 
(In the bedroom.) 
BEN: Oh, well, hello, you’re really late.  
SUSAN: Well, there was so much to do at work. Walls to retouch, pictures to hang… caterers 
to organise. 
BEN: Don’t you have people to do that for you? 
SUSAN: Erm, yes, but… they left. 
BEN: You fired them, didn’t you? 
SUSAN: I didn’t like their tone.  
BEN: All of them? 
199) SUSAN: They were in cahoots. (annoyed face, mocking voice) So, still enjoying doing 
nothing? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s facial expression, and prosody suggest that she does not sincerely 
wonder whether Ben is still enjoying doing nothing. She implies that he should not enjoy it, and 
delivers criticism. Additionally, Susan’s criticism (and in this case, sarcasm) is implied through 
her suggest that Ben’s painting of figurines constitutes doing nothing. Target is personal.] 
BEN: I would hardly call it doing nothing. (laughs sarcastically) I’ll have you know 
I’m retreating from Moscow tomorrow.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm of the second sentence. Since he tells Susan 
that he is retreating from Moscow tomorrow, and presents it as it was a fact, it implies that this 
is merely a pretence, made in order to present his hobby as more important; which indicates 
that he is dissatisfied with Susan’s belittling of it, and thus offended. In lines with this, he 
delivers genuine criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (deadpan face; monotone voice) Sounds exciting. 
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[Sarcasm. There is a discrepancy between Susan’s verbal, and non-verbal behaviour. Her 
deadpan face contrasts with the idea of excitement (itself conveyed verbally). The mismatch is 
further amplified by her monotone voice, resulting in her delivery of genuine criticism. This 
indicates her offence. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks slightly upset.) 
[Ben’s mimicry implies his offence.] 
200) BEN: It’s very exciting. Very, and I’ve got a thousand figures still to paint. 
(pretendedly excited voice) I can’t wait. I could really help you at the gallery if you 
wanted to.  
[Irony. Ben’s pretendedly excited voice indicates that his third sentence is ironic. He is not 
thrilled with the idea of still needing to paint that many figures, especially since he has already 
displayed his boredom at it earlier in the episode. This clearly implies that he delivers negative 
evaluation of the target. It is clear that Ben’s criticism is not expressed explicitly, but implied 
through his behaviour. Target is not a human being.] 
 (SUSAN looks slightly entertained.) 
[Susan’s facial expression signals her amusement, not offence.] 
SUSAN: You’re bored out of your mind, aren’t you? 
BEN: Susan, it’s like watching paint dry. No, wait, it is watching paint dry. 
(At the gallery.) 
SUSAN: A little to the right. 
BEN: Mm-hm.  
SUSAN: No, down. 
BEN: Huh.  
SUSAN: Now, up a little to the left. More. More. 
BEN: Oh, come on, you just cancelled out what I’ve just done.  
SUSAN: It’s still crooked. No, up, up a little to the left now. Up a little to the right.   
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201) BEN: I think, you know… (laughs sarcastically) Ah, yes, yeah, yeah, yeah, yeah, I 
see the problem. (Tilts SUSAN’s head straight up.) 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm on its own. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness suggests that she feels offended.] 
SUSAN: Ah, perfect. I forgot to do the flowers, and I still need to do the floor.  
BEN: Hm? Floor?  
SUSAN: You don’t think you could figure out how to work this thing, do you? 
202) BEN: (mocking face) Hello, hello, I’ve been polishing teeth all my life. I think I can 
buff a floor.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mocking face indicates that he is being sarcastic. He pretends to greet her to 
suggest that she must be new in his life, as she does not know that he is a dentist, polishes teeth, 
and hence knows how to polish the floor as well. This means that his greeting is, obviously, not 
genuine. Ben’s suggestion clashes with the reality, resulting in sarcasm, by means of which he 
delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious when BEN says, “Hello, hello”.) 
[Susan’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
SUSAN: Thank you, thank you, thank you, I’ll be back in an hour. Remind me to do that thing 
you like, later. 
BEN: What, with the French accent, and everything? 
SUSAN: But of course, monsieur. (leaves) 
BEN: OK, baby, let’s see what kind of horsepower you’ve got. Easy, easy, easy! When I’m 
ready, OK? Good. Ooh! Ooh, you feel good. You feel good. OK, baby, let’s do it.  
(In MICHAEL’s room.) 
203) MICHAEL: (serious to slightly upset face) What are you doing? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s mimicry reveals that he does not genuinely wonder what Alfie is 
doing. He implies that he is doing something wrong, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: (serious voice) Yoga.  
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[Alfie’s voice signals his offence.] 
204) MICHAEL: (upset face) Your clothes would restrict you how? (leaves) 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s facial expression again indicates that he is not sincerely 
wondersome about the reason why Alfie is not wearing any clothes, but implies that he should 
wear them, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (ALFIE looks serious.) 
[Alfie’s seriousness reveals his offence. The latter is also evident form his later complaint about 
Michael’s intolerance.] 
(In the living room.) 
ALFIE: Yoga is important to me. I need it to realign my chakras every day. 
MICHAEL: You might wanna wash your chakras occasionally.  
JANEY: OK, let’s try a little role reversal, shall we? Alfie, you be Michael, Michael, you be 
Alfie. You go first. 
205) MICHAEL: All right. (Welsh accent, mocking voice; to ALFIE) Hm, I think I’ll give 
up yoga.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s imitation of Alfie’s behaviour (Welsh accent) functions as an echo, and, 
due the mocking voice, delivers a dissociative attitude towards the target behaviour, suggesting 
that Alfie should cease practising yoga. It is an instance of an echoic account of sarcasm. Target 
is personal.] 
 (ALFIE looks disappointed.) 
[Alfie’s mimicry suggests his offence.] 
JANEY: I didn’t mean like that. Alfie, you try. 
206) ALFIE: (English accent; to MICHAEL) Hello, I’m Michael. I hide my sexual 
frustration behind a studious façade. (laughs) 
[Sarcasm. Alfie’s echo of Michael’s way of talking (together with the English accent), 
constitutes Alfie’s sarcasm. Alfie implies that Michael is frustrated, and identifies this as the 
reason for his behaviour. This way, he delivers criticism, which is additionally signalled by his 
laughter at the end. It is another instance of sarcasm as an echo of someone else’s conduct. 
Target is personal.] 
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MICHAEL: (upset face) That’s it! (starts a fight with ALFIE both using their hands.) 
[Michael’s facial expression signals his offence.] 
JANEY: (tries to separate them) OK, OK, OK, OK! (to MICHAEL) Michael, Michael, you 
just have to accept that Alfie likes yoga. (to ALFIE) Alfie, you have to accept that Michael’s 
sexually frustrated.  
MICHAEL: You’re not helping. 
JANEY: All I’m saying is, you both want each other to be the person you want them to be, and 
not the person they are.  
207) MICHAEL: (slightly upset face) Like you’ve done with every guy you went out with? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not sincerely wonder whether Janey has treated her boyfriends 
the same way. Instead, he implies that she has, and conveys criticism. This is evident from his 
mimicry. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (annoyed face) What are you talking about? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey’s facial expression discloses that she does not genuinely wonder about 
Michael’s suggestion, but implies that he is wrong, and delivers criticism. Her mimicry also 
reveals that her negative evaluation is genuine, disclosing her own offence. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks serious.) 
[Michael’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
ALFIE: He’s saying you’re assigning your own problems, and issues to others. It’s a textbook 
case of projection.  
JANEY: Maybe you’re right. Poor Richard. I dumped him because he smiled a lot. I’m going 
to call him.  
ALFIE: Well, I think you’ve all had a breakthrough.  
MICHAEL: Don’t you dare try to hug me.  





SUSAN: Oh, Ben. It’s beautiful.  
BEN: I know, I know. You’re welcome.  
208) SUSAN: I’m almost frightened to walk on it. It’s so… Ooh! (falls) (upset face) How 
much wax did you use? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry, and her accidental fall, serve as indicators that her question 
is not genuine, but sarcastic rhetorical. She implies that Ben has used too much wax (hence the 
floor is to slippery), and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) I mean, it’s the usual… (falls) 
[Ben’s indicates signals his offence.] 
SUSAN: Ben! 
(At home. The doorbell. JANEY opens the door.) 
JANEY: Richard.  
RICHARD: Janey, I was glad you called. I’ve been so miserable.  
JANEY: Me too. Look, I know I messed things up, but I took a good, hard look at myself, and 
from now on I’m going to be more understanding, and less critical.  
RICHARD: And I’m gonna try, and be more upbeat, cos I think we make a great couple, and I 
can see us being together for a long, long time.  
JANEY: I’m sorry, and I can’t do it. (Shuts the door in front of RICHARD’s face.) 
(At the gallery.) 
SUSAN: Really, this work is best appreciated from below the painting, looking upward. Excuse 
me a moment. (to BEN) Ben? Ben. 
BEN: (to a visitor) Help yourself to a drink.  
SUSAN: A word. 
BEN: Mm-hm.  
(Some visitors, and SUSAN fall. There are certain objects broken as a result.)  
209) BEN: (deadpan face) I think it’s going well.  
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[Irony. Since some items have been broken, as several people have slipped on the overly-waxed 
floor, Ben’s remark is ironic. He does not really believe that everything is going well, which is 
additionally signalled by his deadpan face. His criticism is directed towards the situation, not a 
human being, since he does not hold anyone responsible for what has happened. This means 
that the target is not personal.] 
(The visitors look upset.) 
[Visitors’ mimicry reveals that they are offended.] 
 (At home.) 
BEN: Oh, come on. It wasn’t all that bad, you know.  
(SUSAN’s hand is covered in plaster. She takes a glass of whiskey.) 
210) BEN: (slightly upset face) Are you sure you should be drinking that on your 
medication?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder whether Susan can drink while being on 
medication. He implies that she should abstain from alcohol, and delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (irritated face) After tonight, I don’t care.  
[Susan’s facial expression signals her offence.] 
BEN: Well, you know, I thought it was pretty memorable.  
SUSAN: It was like the first twenty minutes of Saving Private Ryan… on ice. I don’t know 
how I’m gonna pay for the damage.  
BEN: Ah, well, there you go. There you go, you see, good old Ben to the rescue again. Look at 
this, look at what I’ve got here – a little letter from Cavitex, which means, inside, ha, ha, ha, 
the cheque. Look at… That’s… That can’t be right.  
211) SUSAN: (sceptical to slightly upset face) You did read the contract, didn’t you? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry suggests that she does not genuinely wonder if Ben has read 
the contract, or not. Instead, she implies she does not believe it, and conveys criticism. Target 
is personal.]  
 (BEN looks serious.) 
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[Ben’s seriousness discloses his offence.] 
BEN: I’m not an idiot, Susan.  
(At BEN’s former dental surgery.) 
BEN: (to DIANA) It’s fine, don’t worry! 
MR. GRIFFITH: Did you forget something? 
BEN: No, no, no. Hello, Mr. Griffith.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Hello. 
BEN: Ah… I was thinking, about the way you begged me to stay, and I understand that, and I 
am prepared to share my years of experience with you, and the Cavitex family.  
MR. GRIFFITH: As I recall, Mr. Harper, you said that Cavitex is precisely what’s wrong with 
dentistry today. Then, just before telling me to stick it, you said you’d no interest in being a cog 
in a machine, and called this poxy surgery a stinking hellhole.  
BEN: You, sir, have a good memory.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Are we done here, Mr. Harper? 
BEN: Look, Mr. Griffith, Mr. Griffith, please, I am… I am a man of dignity. And, erm… but 
in this case, I’m prepared to drop that out of the window, and beg you on my knees, please. I’ll 
do anything! I’ll do anything! 
MR. GRIFFITH: Well, I can’t deny you’d be a valuable asset to the Cavitex team. 
BEN: Team, team! That’s it, you see. Team. Hello, hello, I’m a team player.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Welcome aboard, Harper.  
BEN: Oh, yeah, of course.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Actually, it’s good timing on your part. We’re just about to take some photos 
for the company’s newsletter.  
BEN: Oh, sure. 
MR. GRIFFITH: Diana, could you send in the photographer, please?  
DIANA: Yes, sir.  
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MR. GRIFFITH: (to BEN) This way. Of course, you do realise that Cavitex demands the 
highest standard from its employees.  
BEN: Oh, no, no, of course.  
MR GRIFFITH: Oh, good, here they are. Come in.  
BEN: Is this really necessary? 
MR. GRIFFITH: No, but it makes me happy. Right, you two, nice, and close. That’s it. Cuddle 
up.  
ROGER: Relax, ben. It’s me.  
MR. GRIFFITH: Come on.  
 
12.1.5. EPISODE 5: NEIGHBOUR WARS 
(In the bedroom.) 
BEN: Hello, honey. I’m home! Ho-ho! Oh, yeah. Naughty, naughty, things. Ha, ha, ha! Oh, 
mistress mine.  
JANEY: Dad? Dad, listen, since Mum’s taken Kenzo with her to Grandma’s for the week, I 
thought I’d meet some friends for a drink. 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
JANEY: You know, relive some of the fun I had at university.  
BEN: Relive the…? You got pregnant at university. I think you had enough fun.  
JANEY: Are you all right, Dad?  
BEN: Yes, why? 
JANEY: Well, you went to bed so early, and you didn’t eat any dinner. Yeah, I know Mum’s 
gone for a while, so, if you are feeling… 
BEN: Well, no, Janey, Janey, it’s a few days. A few days. Of course, I’ll miss your mother, but, 
you know, when you’ve been married as long as I have, you learn to view these situations as 
opportunities to appreciate all the wonderful things you’ve been missing.  
JANEY: Oh, that is sweet. OK, night, Dad. (leaves) 
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BEN: Whoo. Oh, you wonderful things, I’ve really missed you! Ha, ha, ha! I’ve missed you so 
much.  
(Engine noise.) 
212) BEN: What the hell? (through the window) Hello! Casey! SHUT… SHUT THE 
RACKET OFF! IT’S ENOUGH TO WAKE THE DEAD. (angry voice) Do you know 
what time it is? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder if Mr. Casey knows the time. He implies that 
it is too late for using an engine, and delivers criticism. This is additionally cued by his angry 
voice. Target is personal.] 
[Mr. Casey’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
(The phone rings. BEN answers it.)  
213) BEN: Hello? Yes, Susan. You got there safely? Good. No, it’s not me making all that 
noise, it’s that idiot next door. Casey? (upset face) What do you mean, he’s a nice man? 
He’s a devil in a Pringle cardigan, and he’s absolutely ruining my quiet evening… 
reading.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely seek Susan’s clarification of why Mr. Casey is a nice 
man. Instead, he implies that he is not a nice man, and that there are no reasons to perceive him 
as nice. This is evident both from his mimicry, as well as from his comparison of Mr. Casey 
with a devil. This way, he delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
[Susan’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
BEN: (to MR. CASEY; through a window) PUT A BLOOD SOCK ON IT, YOU IDIOT! (on 
the phone) No, not you. Darling, not you. I didn’t mean you. Just, cut… Susan, erm… look, 
can’t hear a word, better call you back tomorrow. Bye. Love you. Bye. (through the window) 
Casey, shut that off, or I’ll shut you off! (to himself) Right, that’s it! Ruined. The whole evening 
ruined.  
(In the kitchen.) 
MICHAEL: Morning. 
BEN: (Growls.) 




214) MICHAEL: (expressionless face) Nice talking with you.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s sarcasm is partly cued by his mimicry. His expressionless face mismatches 
the verbal content of his utterance, meaning that he does not really believe that it has been nice 
talking to Ben. Additionally, Michael’s sarcasm is signalled by the contextual mismatch. Ben 
has not talked to him (he has only growled at Michael’s question from the previous turn), 
making the verbal content of Michael’s behaviour intentionally untrue, and, hence, sarcastic. 
Target is personal.] 
BEN: (Growls.) 
[Ben’s growl indicates his offence.] 
(Knocking on door.) 
BEN: (Growls.) 
MICHAEL: Isn’t that Mr. Casey from next door?  
BEN: Yes, and his bloody generator kept me awake all last night.  
MICHAEL: Come in.  
MR. CASEY: How’d you do? I’d like a word with the head of the family, please.  
MICHAEL: Dad’s right here. 
MR. CASEY: I said head of the family, not the backside. I’m looking for Susan.  
BEN: Hello, Casey.  
MR. CASEY: Hello, Harper. 
215) BEN: Enough chit-chat. (angry face) What was that racket last night, hm? Were the 
Time Team trying to unearth your personality?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm here extends over two sarcastic RQs. He does not sincerely only 
inquire about the noise last night, but implies criticism. This is additionally signalled by his 
mimicry, and the following sarcastic RQ, by means of which Ben implies that his neighbour’s 
personality contrasts with what typically characterises earthly beings, and this way delivers 
criticism. Ben does not, thus, genuinely believe that the Time Team tried to unearth Mr. Casey’s 
personality. Target is personal.] 
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 (MR. CASEY laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s sarcastic laughter indicates sarcasm. Since he is not genuinely fond of 
Ben, as already seen from his earlier suggestion that Ben is the backside of the Harper family, 
his criticism is genuine, disclosing his own offence. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks annoyed.) 
[Ben’s annoyance signals his offence.] 
MR. CASEY: I am renovating my home. 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
MR. CASEY: I thought it only fair to inform you that beginning today, I shall be using an 
electric generator until the work is complete. 
216) BEN: (mocking face) Sorry, beginning today? 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely seek Mr. Casey’s confirmation 
of whether he has understood him correctly, but, instead, delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (serious face) Mm-hm. 
[Mr. Casey’s facial expression reveals his offence.] 
217) BEN: (upset face) Then why was the bloody thing on all last night? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder about the reason why the engine was on the 
entire night. He conveys criticism, which is evident from his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (pretendedly surprised face) Oh, was it? Oh, yes, er, I was just testing it 
out, and I must’ve dropped off. I find the constant low rumbling oddly soothing. 
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s mimicry indicates that his first sentence is sarcastic. He is not, hence, 
sincerely surprised at the fact that the engine was on all night. He merely pretends to find it 
surprising. His sarcasm is further cued by his claim that he enjoys the noise the machine 
generates, meaning that he did know it was on, and found it pleasant. His lack of consideration 
for Ben suggests that his sarcasm delivers genuine criticism, signalling his own offence. Target 
is personal.]  
 (BEN looks enraged.) 
[Ben’s facial expression suggests that he is offended.] 
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MICHAEL: We say the same thing about Dad. 
BEN: Shut it, Mikey.  
JANEY: Oh, Mr. Casey, hello. I haven’t seen you since I caught you watching me sunbathe last 
summer.  
MR. CASEY: Ah, yes, yes… Oh, I… I believe I can hear my telephone ringing. How… how 
very unfortunate. Will you excuse me? (leaves) 
218) BEN: (enraged face, and tone) Funny, you can hear a telephone ringing, but you 
couldn’t hear a generator, you pillock! 
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between Ben’s “funny”, and his enraged face, and tone of voice. This 
implies that the expression is sarcastic, conveying criticism. Ben does, obviously, not find it 
funny. Target is personal.] 
[Mr. Casey’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
JANEY: You two still haven’t buried the hatch yet?  
BEN: Not me, him. He bears grudges. That man has not been the same since his dog died. 
MICHAEL: Because you backed over it with your car.  
BEN: It was an accident, Michael.  
JANEY: Dad, you are on the RSPCA offender’s register.  
219) BEN: Leave me alone, please, leave me alone, right? It was an old dog, anyway. And 
I said I was sorry. What is the matter with that man?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder what is wrong with Mr. Casey. Instead, he 
implies criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks serious.) 
[Michael’s mimicry indicates his offence.] 
220) JANEY: (tired voice) It’s all very exciting, but I am gonna make myself a snack, and 
go to bed.  
[Sarcasm. Janey does not find it exciting to argue about Mr. Casey’s personality. This is 
indicated by her prosody. Thus, there is a clash between her tone of voice, and the verbalised 
idea of feeling excited. Target is personal.] 
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BEN: (angry face) Go to bed? Have you been out all night?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm consists of two sarcastic RQs. He does not genuinely seek Janey’s 
confirmation of whether she really intends to go to bed; nor does he wonder if she has been out 
all night. Instead, he implies criticism of her intention of going to bed. He also implies that she 
has, apparently, been out all night, and conveys criticism for this as well. His sarcasm is 
additionally signalled by his facial expression. The latter also discloses that he expresses 
genuine criticism, meaning that he feels offended. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (laughs) Dad, it was fantastic. You know, since Kenzo’s been away, I finally 
have some time for myself. You know, it’s like being 16 again. You know, getting 
drunk, wearing skimpy clothes, getting off with blokes I barely know. 
[Janey’s laughter is sincere, and, consequently, signals her amusement, not offence.] 
BEN: Er, whoa, whoa! You, you didn’t do any of those things when you were 16.  
221) (JANEY laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Janey’s sarcastic laughter signals her sarcasm. It functions as a sole sarcastic facial 
expression, delivering mockery. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (covers his face in shock) Yeah, OK, maybe you did.  
[Ben’s reaction indicates that he is offended.] 
MICHAEL: I know what you mean, though, Janey. It’s tempting to cut loose when there are no 
parents in the house. 
222) BEN: That’s right. Hang on! (upset face) What do you mean, no parents? What am I 
then?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm comprises two sarcastic RQs. Ben does not genuinely seek for 
Michael’s clarification, but implies that he is wrong, and conveys criticism. In addition, he does 
not sincerely wonder what he is, as he knows that he is their parent too, but delivers criticism 
for this as well. Ben’s sarcasm is further cued by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (laughs sarcastically) Yeah, good one, Dad.  
[Sarcasm. Ben wanted to imply that he is a parent too. Michael, despite knowing this, pretends 
to presume that Ben’s implication was false, and that he is not really their parent. Michael’s 
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pretence is signalled by his sarcastic laughter. Since he finds Ben’s true implication amusing, 
he is not offended. He delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) You two have never been afraid of me, have you? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcastic laughter signals that his question is a sarcastic rhetorical one, 
and not a genuine question. Hence, Ben implies that he does not genuinely wonder whether his 
children have ever been afraid of him, or not. He knows they have not, which is evident 
precisely from his sarcastic laughter. An additional marker of Ben’s laughter being sarcastic 
(i.e. pretended) is the clash it provides with his implication that his children have never been 
afraid of him, and (based on the context of the interaction), have never respected him the same 
way as their mother. Since he is not fond of the idea of his children not taking him seriously as 
a parent, something that is evident from his previous sarcastic RQs, his criticism is genuine, 
disclosing his offence. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (smiles) Not really. 
JANEY: (smiles) No. 
[Michael’s, and Jayne’s smiling indicates that they are amused, not offended.] 
BEN: Are you afraid of your mother?  
JANEY, AND MICHAEL: Yeah. 
BEN: Yeah, that makes three of us. OK, Well, I am off to work. I’m gonna kill that Casey! 
(leaves) 
MICHAEL: So, who were you out with last night, then? 
JANEY: Oh, you know, the old gang – Rachel, Annie, Sasha.  
MICHAEL: Wait, Sasha. Isn’t she the one in prison for shoplifting, vandalism, and verbal 
abuse?  
JANEY: No, she’s gone out for good behaviour.  
(Tyres squeal. Horn beeping.) 




MICHAEL: What the hell was that? 
(BEN comes.) 
BEN: Oh, my God. 
JANEY: Dad? Dad! Dad, what was that sound? 
223) BEN: (takes a phone, and dials a number) nine, nine, nine. Yes, hello, emergency, 
yes. I need an ambulance, please. Yeah. Uh, name? Ben Harper. Yeah. (upset face) What 
do you mean, “Me again”? Yeah. I... I… I’ve, erm… I’ve sort of reversed over my next-
door neighbour. Yeah, I, I just need an ambulance, yeah. It’s 78 Lancaster Road. Yeah, 
you can’t miss it. Yeah, there’s a, there’s a wisteria round the front door, privet hedge. 
Mm-hm. Yeah, and a man’s out in the street, screaming in agony. Yeah, bye. (hangs up)  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s “What do you mean…?” is a sarcastic RQ, not a genuine question, as 
he does not sincerely wonder what the operator means with Ben being the one to call again. 
Instead, by using the sarcastic RQ, he implies criticism, which is additionally clear from his 
mimicry. Target is personal.] 
[The operator’s reaction is not disclosed in the video.] 
(MICHAEL, and JAYNE look at BEN in an appalling way.) 
224) BEN: (irritated face) What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely ask Michael, and Jayne for providing reasons why 
they are looking at him that way. He implies that they should not be looking at him this way, 
and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL, and JAYNE look seriously upset.) 
[Michael’s, and Janey’s mimicry suggests that they are offended.] 
(At the hospital.) 
BEN: Yeah. Aw! I know how fond of flowers Mr. Casey is. 
JANEY: Oh, Dad, they’re beautiful. 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
JANEY: Where did you get those from? 
BEN: Where did I…? I got them… erm… from the shop.  
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(They look across the room, and see a patient with a blindfold on. There are flowers missing 
from his vase.) 
225) JANEY: (shocked face) You didn’t? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Janey’s sarcastic RQ conveys criticism, as she has seen that Ben had stolen 
flowers from another patient. She does not sincerely believe there is a possibility that Ben has 
not stolen the flowers, but implies that he has. This is additionally signalled by her facial 
expression. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Hm? It’s all right. He can still smell them. Erm, kids, look, I… I 
need your help. Daddy needs your help, OK? So, look, what I did to Mr. Casey was an 
accident, OK?  
[Ben’s seriousness discloses his offence.] 
JANEY: Well, we never actually saw what happened.  
MICHAEL: And the last thing I heard you saying was, “I’m going to kill Mr. Casey”.  
JANEY: And you did have that murderous look in your eyes, and there it is again. 
BEN: Actually, I don’t need your help. This is probably one of those things that’ll, you know, 
just go away, (MICHAEL shows BEN that a police officer is standing just behind him) or… 
ruin the rest of my life.  
POLICE OFFICER: Are you Ben Harper?  
BEN: Yes.  
POLICE OFFICER: You’re the person who ran over this individual in your car, are you not? 
BEN: Yes. Yes, I ran him over in my car.  
JANEY: Accidentally… 
BEN: Very, very. Very accidentally.  
POLICE OFFICER: You, and Casey are neighbours, is that right?  
BEN: That’s right. 
POLICE OFFICER: You get on well, do you? 
BEN: Well? Mr. Casey, and I… we’re… we’re like that.  
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POLICE OFFICER: How’s he doing, Doc? 
BEN: Yes. How is my good, good friend? 
DOCTOR: Oh, well, we’ve sedated him for now, but the impact doesn’t seem to have done too 
much damage. He’s obviously very resilient. 
BEN: Like a cockroach… And I love cockroaches, love them. Will that be all, Officer?   
POLICE OFFICER: Oh, I think we’re done here. By all accounts this was an accident, and, 
erm, with no evidence to the contrary, we’re prepared to consider this matter closed.  
BEN: Oh, that is wonderful, that is so good. Can I kiss you?  
POLICE OFFICER: Not while I’m on duty, sir, no. One more thing I should say, is that although 
we consider this matter closed, Mr. Casey here may decide to pursue it.  
BEN: What? What do you mean? 
MICHAEL: He’s talking about you being sued by Mr. Casey. 
226) BEN: You’re always there for the negative (smiles) things, aren’t you, Mikey?  
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between the verbally conveyed message (Michael always pointes out 
the negative side of issues), and Ben’s mimicry (smile). Since Ben is not happy about Michael’s 
negative suggestion, it means that his smile is sarcastic. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks serious.) 
[Michael’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
POLICE OFFICER: My advice to you, Mr. Harper, is to get your good friend here to sign a 
disclaimer absolving you of any blame, just to be on the safe side. 
BEN: What was that for? 
POLICE OFFICER: I’ve just gone off duty.  
(At home, in the living room.) 
MR. CASEY: Oh, where am I? 
BEN: Wakey, wakey, Mr. Casey, feeling better? 
MR. CASEY: Oh, I had a terrible dream.  
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BEN: Really? Did you dream that I hit you with my car? 
MR. CASEY: No. 
BEN: No? 
MR. CASEY: Because you did that in real life.  
BEN: Enjoying the bed I hired for you? 
MR. CASEY: It’s all right.  
BEN: It’s an orthopaedic 2000 deluxe, fully adjustable, 120 quid a day.  
MR. CASEY: And why are you doing this for me? 
BEN: Because I want you to be comfortable, because that’s what friends are for. Don’t you 
think? So, if you just sign this little, er, document here… 
MR. CASEY: Well, er, what is it?  
BEN: Oh, it’s from the bed company. You know, a standard comfort report, stating that you’re 
comfortable, you know. 
MR. CASEY: Oh, very well. (coughs) I’m sorry. I’m a bit parched. Could I, could I have a 
drink of water, please? 
BEN: Sure, sure. I’m here to serve, I’m here to serve. Be right back. Sign it.  
MICHAEL: Hello, Mr. Casey. I see Dad got you to sign that disclaimer.  
MR. CASEY: What disclaimer? 
BEN: Yes, Mikey, what disclaimer, hm? A disclaimer, please! It’s a standard company comfort 
report from the bed company.  
MICHAEL: Oh, yes, the comfort report. What was I thinking? 
BEN: Yeah. Look, Mr. Casey, you see, there were no problems, or damage to my car 
whatsoever, and I’m willing to sign a document, you know, confirming that. 
MR. CASEY: Hah.  
BEN: So, if you’d just sign this. 
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MR. CASEY: So, erm, let me get this straight. You ran me over, and now you want me to sign 
this, saying it was all an accident? 
BEN: Simply. Isn’t it? Isn’t it simple? So simple.  
MR. CASEY: We seem to have a situation here, Harper, don’t we? First, you run over my 
dog… 
BEN: Mm-hm. 
MR. CASEY: Then you run over me.   
BEN: Mm-hm. 
MR. CASEY: Then, you make a mistake.  
BEN: And what’s that? 
MR. CASEY: You didn’t kill me.  
BEN: Oh, please, Mr. Casey, just sign. 
(After a while.) 
227) BEN: (annoyed face) You rang?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely seek Mr. Casey’s confirmation whether he has rung, 
or not. Instead, he implies that he knows that he has rung, and delivers his dissociative attitude. 
This is further signalled by his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
 (MR. CASEY looks unamused.) 
[Mr. Casey’s facial expression indicates his offence.] 
MR. CASEY: Take this tray away, will you? 
228) BEN: (deadpan face) Everything to your liking? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s deadpan face reveals that he is not sincerely interested in Mr. Casey’s 
opinion on the food he has prepared. Ben thus merely fakes his interest, and this way conveys 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (slightly upset face) The beef was too dry, the vegetables too chewy, and 
the trifle had a hair in it.  
[Mr. Casey’s facial expression suggests that he feels offended.] 
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229) BEN: (unsurprised face) Oh, yes, just the one? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he implies that all the trifles had hair in them. He 
does not, thus, wonder whether this was the case of only one trifle. This way he delivers 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (serious face) But, thanks to you, I’m hardly in a position to get anything 
else, am I? 
[Mr. Casey’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
230) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) I see a full recovery for your sense of humour.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he does not find Mr. Casey’s remark pleasant. 
Since his laughter is sarcastic, and not genuine, it is clear that Ben implies that the remark is 
anything, but funny, and delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (MR. CASEY laughs sarcastically.) 
[Mr. Casey’s sarcastic laughter, provided that he had been mocked, because of his own criticism 
before, suggests that he too delivers genuine mockery, disclosing his own offence. Target is 
personal.] 
[Ben’s reaction is not evident from the video.] 
MR. CASEY: So, Harper, would you kindly water my yucca? 
BEN: What are you implying? 
MR. CASEY: It’s quite literally my most prized possession, and it’s about to flower. It needs 
watering, but sparingly.  
BEN: Fine, I’ll water your yucca.  
231) MR. CASEY: Excellent. Keep this up, Harper, and I might just sign that disclaimer 
for you, eventually. (laughs sarcastically) 
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s sarcastic laughter at the end of his utterance signals sarcasm. It functions 
as a sole sarcastic facial expression here, and serves to deliver mockery, and not a genuine 
positive attitude towards the target. The latter is personal.] 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) You’re too kind.  
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[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he does not believe Mr. Casey to be too kind. 
He thinks the opposite. This way, he delivers genuine criticism, revealing his own offence. 
Target is personal.] 
(MR. CASEY laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Since Mr. Casey has been mocked by Ben as a consequence to his own previous 
criticism of him, it is clear that this time his sarcastic laughter also conveys genuine mockery, 
disclosing his own offence.] 
BEN: (serious face) Well, if that’ll be all, I’ll just finish off ironing your smalls, and go 
to bed. 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
(MR. CASEY rings the bell.)  
BEN: You really like ringing that bell, don’t you? 
MR. CASEY: You forgot my bed pan.  
(In the kitchen.) 
SASHA: I’m well up for tonight, Janey. First bloke I see, I’m ‘aving ‘im. I don’t care if he’s 
900 years old, and has got a wart on his tongue, and smells of cheese. I’m ‘aving him!  
MICHAEL: Well, hello, Sasha.  
SASHA: Yeah, maybe the second bloke.  
(In the living room. BEN is washing MR. CASEY’s legs with a sponge.) 
ALFIE: Good morning. Sorry, would you two like some privacy?  
BEN: No, no, stay here, right here, until I’ve… erm, done, OK? 
ALFIE: Isn’t that the sponge you used to clean the car? 
BEN: Right, all done, all done, very good. How a… Where’s Mikey? Hm? I suddenly need to 
talk about rugby very, very badly.  
ALFIE: Hello. 
MR. CASEY: Hello. 
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ALFIE: Mr. Casey from next door, is it?  
MR. CASEY: Yes.  
ALFIE: So, word has trickled down to me that you had a dog. 
MR. CASEY: Little Jemma. I couldn’t have loved that dog more if I’d given birth to her myself. 
ALFIE: Lovely. Well, back home in Wales, the village elders used to tell me that I had a sixth 
sense, and I get a shiver down my spine every time I pass that spot where your Jemma was 
turned into bumper ketchup.  
MR. CASEY: Are you saying that you can communicate on the spiritual plane?  
ALFIE: I could try to make contact with her now. Would that be OK? 
MR. CASEY: Oh, yes, please.  
ALFIE: OK. (whistles) Come boy. I see her. She wants to tell me about the last time she saw 
you. She was at peace, happily chewing a bone. 
MR. CASEY: Oh, yes, she used to love her bones.  
ALFIE: Jemma says she looked up from the bone, and saw the tail lights of the car. There was 
the smell of exhaust, as the engine revved to life… 
MR. CASEY: Oh!  
ALFIE: … and finally she saw the back of the tyres approaching, approaching fast, too fast. 
Your Jemma says that she tried to run away, but the car kept following her. And then, in the 
rear-view mirror she caught a glimpse of the laughing face of Mr. Har… 
232) MR. CASEY: (angry face) What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mr. Casey’s mimicry reveals that he does not genuinely wonder what Alfie 
has wanted to say, but has understood him correctly; which is precisely what he implies with 
the sarcastic RQ, apart from delivering his negative evaluative attitude towards the target. The 
latter is personal.] 
ALFIE: (worried face) Erm… Now I think of it, I don’t think that was your dog after 
all.  
[Alfie’s worriedness signals his offence.] 
230 
 
MR. CASEY: Why? What does she look like?  
ALFIE: Well, first she looked like this, and then she looked like this. Bye, now.  
(BEN opens the front door.) 
MR. CHANNING: Ben Harper? 
BEN: Yes?  
MR. CHANNING: I’m Felix Channing of Quality Insurance. I understand you have one of our 
clients, a Mr. Alexander Casey, staying with you.  
BEN: Ah, yes, he’s… he’s resting at the moment.  
MR. CHANNING: I have an injury claim for him to sign. But while I’m here, I’d like to talk 
to you about your role in all of this.  
BEN: What do you mean, my, my role?  
MR. CHANNING: You are Ben Harper, are you not? 
BEN: Did I say my name was Ben Harper?  No, my name’s er, er, Corey… er, McGerkhin. My 
friends call me Stretch.  
MR. CHANNING: So, your name is Stretch McGerkhin?  
BEN: Didn’t quite think that through, did I? OK, erm, come in.  If you’d, erm, like to come this 
way, and, erm, take a seat. And, erm, oh, can I get you a drink?  
MR. CHANNING: I’ll get right through it, Harper. This little insurance scam is total bunk, and 
we both know it. 
BEN: Scam?  
MR. CHANNING: Scam. 
BEN: Bunk? 
MR. CHANNING: Bunk.  
BEN: Scam?  




MR. CHANNING: Yes… Look, we seem to be getting stuck, so I’ll explain it to you. We’ve 
just discovered that another insurance company paid out a large sum of money to Mr. Casey on 
an almost identical claim three years ago. We do not intend to make the same mistake that they 
did.  
BEN: Quite right. I see, I see. So, you think Mr. Casey’s faking his injury? 
MR. CHANNING: Oh, I know he is. 
BEN: Huh. Oh, right. 
MR. CHANNING: So, tell me. How much money are you expecting to get out of all this? 
BEN: What are you offering? 
MR. CHANNING: No, I mean, how much has Casey promised you for substantiating his claim? 
BEN: No, no, no, no, no, I’m not in on this!  
MR. CHANNING: Well, I should hope not, because this is fraud.  
BEN: Fraud? 
MR. CHANNING: Fraud! 
BEN: Fraud? 
MR. CHANNING: Yes, let’s not start that again. 
BEN: Yes, I’m sorry, sorry. 
233) MR. CHANNING: (upset face) Do I have to spell out how serious this is? 
[A sarcastic RQ. M. Channing does not genuinely wonder whether Ben wants him to spell out 
the seriousness of the situation. Instead, he implies that Ben should have already realised how 
serious the situation is, and delivers criticism. That Mr. Channing’s question is a sarcastic 
rhetorical one is evident both from the fact that he has already notified Ben about the seriousness 
of the situation, as well as from the former’s mimicry. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (worried face) Look, look, I’m not in league with this man. I loathe the man! I, 
I… hey, I killed his dog, you know. 
[Ben’s worriedness discloses his offence.] 
MR. CHANNING: I very much doubt that. 
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BEN: No, I hope I did, because they cremated the poor little bugger.  
MR. CHANNING: Well, if that really is the case, the only way you’re gonna clear yourself, is 
by providing us with evidence that Mr. Casey is perfectly capable of walking. 
BEN: Oh, I think I can handle that. Yeah, OK. Hey, is there a reward for catching a fraudster?  
MR. CHANNING: You don’t go to jail. 
BEN: Yeah, that works for me, that’s good.  
(In MICHAEL’s room. Enters BEN.) 
BEN: Mikey… Mikey, where’s your video camera? 
MICHAEL: Why? Mum’s away.  
234) BEN: (annoyed face) What curiously dark world you inhabit, Michael?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely ask Michael what dark world he inhabits, as he knows 
that there is only one world to live on. Instead, he implies that Michael lives on a different 
(dark) world, and conveys criticism. This is additionally signalled by his facial expression. 
Target is personal.] 
(MICHAEL looks serious.) 
[Michael’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: Come on, where is it? 
MICHAEL: It isn’t working. Why do you need it, anyway?  
BEN: Casey, Casey is faking his injury. If I can prove he’s a fraud, I’m off the hook.  
MICHAEL: So, it’s all an insurance scam.  
BEN: Oh–ho, you bet.  
MICHAEL: What a slime ball. 
BEN: Slime ball! 
MICHAEL: I like his style.  
(In the living room.) 
MR. CASEY: Ahh. 
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BEN: Ah! Hello, neighbour. Comfy? 
MR. CASEY: Yes, thank you, um… Could you get me a glass of water?  
235) BEN: OK. Get it yourself.  
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between the affirmative “OK”, and Ben’s refusal to bring water to 
Mr. Casey. Ben’s “OK” is, thus, sarcastic, and a mere pretence to deliver mockery. Target is 
personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (annoyed face) I can’t.  
[Mr. Casey’s annoyance indicates his offence.] 
236) BEN: (doubtful voice, deadpan face) Are you sure?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry, and prosody suggest that he does not sincerely believe that 
Mr. Casey cannot get a glass of water on his own. He implies that he can, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (upset face) Yes. 
[Mr. Casey’s upset face reveals his offence.] 
237) BEN: (deadpan face) Oh, really, OK.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s facial expression implies that he merely pretends to go along, and accept Mr. 
Casey’s answer as a legitimate one. In reality, he implies he does not believe him. Target is 
personal.] 
 (MR. CASEY looks confused.) 
[Mr. Casey’s confusion suggests that he feels offended.]  
BEN: Ahh, of course. (takes out a bottle of whiskey for the cupboard) Hello! 
238) MR. CASEY: (slightly upset face) What are you doing? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mr. Casey’s mimicry indicates that he does not genuinely wonder what Ben 
is doing, but rather implies that he is doing something he should not, and, hence, delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) I’m just opening a bottle of 18-year-old malt.  
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
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239) BEN: Mm! Oh, do you love that smell? (unamazed face) Just think, you were only 70 
when they made this. Mm, I love that smell. (laughs sarcastically) Pity you can’t join 
me in your condition.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcasm here covers the third, and the fifth sentence. Ben makes an 
exaggerated stress on the word “70”, suggesting that he does not really believe that Mr. Casey 
was 70 years old when they made the whiskey. He merely pretends this was his age to suggest 
that he is already old. In addition to this, Ben’s unamazed face, accompanying the sentence, 
implies that Mr. Casey’s age is not something admirable. This is consistent with his earlier 
criticism that he is too much resilient. In the last sentence, Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates 
that he does not feel sorry for Mr. Casey not being able to drink the whiskey together with him. 
He only pretends to feel sorry for him. Therefore, by means of these two sentences, Ben delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
(MR. CASEY smiles sarcastically, and then immediately becomes serious.) 
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm. Since he becomes serious 
immediately afterwards, at the time of Ben’s mockery, it is clear that his own sarcastic laughter 
conveys genuine criticism, and, thus, discloses his own offence.] 
 (BEN looks slightly serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
MR. CASEY: No. 
BEN: No. Oh, well, I’ll just leave it up here. Oh, yes, it’ll be nice to come home to.  
MR. CASEY: Where are you going? 
BEN: I’m just popping out for a couple of hours. Can I get you anything?  
MR. CASEY: Well, actually… 
BEN: Good.  
ALFIE: How’s the recuperation, Mr. Casey?  
MR. CASEY: Fine. Could you get me a glass of Scotch from the mantlepiece?  
(After a while.) 
BEN: It’s time to water your yucca.  
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MR. CASEY: Fine.  
BEN: Say when.  
MR. CASEY: Stop! 
240) BEN: (smiles sarcastically) Are you sure?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcastic smile signals sarcasm in the question. Therefore, Ben does not 
genuinely seek Mr. Casey’s confirmation, but implies that he knows that he has already 
provided sufficient (if not too much) water to the yucca. This way, Ben delivers mockery. 
Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (furious face) Yes.  
[Mr. Casey’s mimicry suggests that he is offended.] 
241) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Oh, dear, (pretendedly worried face) it seems I’ve over-
watered your yucca.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter again indicates that he is being sarcastic. He only fakes his 
worrying about over-watering the yucca, since he had done it on purpose. This is additionally 
signalled by his pretendedly worrying face. This was, Ben delivers mockery. Target is 
personal.] 
(MR. CASEY looks angry.) 
[Mr. Casey’s anger signals his offence.] 
242) BEN: (pretendedly worried face) Oh, dear, what a silly over-waterer of a yucca person 
(laughs sarcastically) I am.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not sincerely believe he is silly for having over-watered the plant, as he has 
done it intentionally. Again, it is his mimicry that further cues his pretence, and mockery. He 
delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (MR. CASEY smiles sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s sarcastic smile indicates his sarcasm. This, in combination to his prior 
reaction to Ben’s mockery about over-watering the flower, suggests that his own sarcastic smile 
conveys genuine criticism. Mr. Casey is thus offended. Target is personal.]  
BEN: (serious face) Right.  
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
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243) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) I know what would soak up some of this water.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates his sarcasm. It is a sole sarcastic facial expression, 
and implies that Ben does not genuinely affiliate with Mr. Casey, but, instead, delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
(MR. CASEY looks serious.) 
[Mr. Casey’s mimicry discloses his offence.] 
BEN: These ashes I found.  
244) MR. CASEY: (upset face) Where’d you get those from? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Mr. Casey’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely wonder where Ben 
got the ashes, but rather implies that he should not have taken them, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
BEN: (laughs sarcastically) By your fireplace, where your little dog used to sleep. 
(pretendedly inquisitive face) Oh, they wouldn’t be… Jemma’s ashes, would they?  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he is being sarcastic while pretending that Mr. 
Casey’s question was genuine, not sarcastic rhetorical. He thus provides an answer to Mr. 
Casey’s sarcastic RQ only to convey mockery, and not provide a genuine piece of information. 
Ben’s sarcasm in this case covers the second part of the utterance as well. His pretendedly 
inquisitive face suggests that he does not genuinely wonder whether the urn contains Jemma’s 
ashes, but implies that the ashes are, in fact, Jemma’s, and conveys mockery. This means that 
Ben’s question is a sarcastic RQ as well. Since Ben’s sarcasm is intended to harm the target, 
the criticism delivered is genuine in nature; disclosing Ben’s own offence. Target is personal.] 
 (MR. CASEY looks at BEN with a sneer.) 
[Mr. Casey’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
245) BEN: (barks) (looks at MR. CASEY) Do you know… I think they are. (barks) Oh, 
come on, Jemma. (barks) Yes, (barks) all (barks) right, come on. (barks) Oh, she’s 
getting very overexcited. Down we go, yes, that’s it! Dry out the yucca, that’s my girl, 
come on. You love trees, don’t you? Cock your leg, cock your leg. (barks) Yeah, good 
girl, come on! (barks) 
[Irony. Ben’s imitation of Jemma’s barking suggests that he is being ironic in this case. By 
echoing her barking, he mocks the dog. This is additionally signalled by his verbal comments 
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accompanying the barks, which disclose his dissociative stance towards the target (i.e. the dog). 
Since Ben has always hated the dog for barking, as has been revealed earlier (he did kill it), it 
is further indicative of his negative attitude towards the dog, and hence of his mockery through 
the imitation of her barking. The irony extends over the entire utterance. The intended addressee 
here is Mr. Casey, since Ben mocks the dog in order to irritate him, which is evident from the 
video. Target is not a human being.] 
MR. CASEY: (serious face) Harper?  
[Mr. Casey’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: Yes? 
246) MR. CASEY: Those aren’t my dog’s ashes, (smiles sarcastically) they’re my wife’s.  
[Sarcasm. Mr. Casey’s sarcastic smile implies sarcasm. Mr. Casey is not genuinely fond of the 
idea that Ben has poured his wife’s ashes onto the yucca; however, he mocks Ben for mistakenly 
thinking that the ashes were Jemma’s. This means that his sarcasm implies a fake affiliated 
attitude towards Ben, and not a sincere feeling of relief that the ashes were not of the dog. Target 
is personal.] 
 (BEN looks terrified, and drops the urn.) 
[Ben’s facial expression suggests his offence.] 
(In the kitchen. As SASHA opens the door, the camera automatically takes a photo of her 
carrying JANEY.) 
SASHA: What the…?! 
(SASHA purposely pulls the rope to trigger another photo shot.) 
247) BEN: What are you doing? Stop it, stop it! It’s taken me hours to fix that thing up. (to 
MR. CASEY) Hello!  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder what Sasha is doing, but implies that her 
behaviour is wrong, and delivers criticism. This is evident from his reaction to Sasha’s conduct: 
he tells her immediately to stop triggering the camera. Target is personal.] 
 (SASHA looks disappointed.) 
[Sasha’s mimicry indicates her offence.] 
SASHA: (to MR. CASEY) Hi. 
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BEN: What’s the matter with her? 
SASHA: No idea. She just passed out a few minutes ago, right after she said, “Let’s go 
clubbing”.  
248) BEN: Well, what… (upset face) What’s she been drinking? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not sincerely want to know what Janey 
has been drinking, but rather delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SASHA: (slightly upset face) Nothing. Honest.  
[Sasha’s facial reaction discloses her offence.] 
249) BEN: (upset face) What do you mean, nothing? Janey, Janey, Janey?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry implies that he believes that she must have drunk something 
to be in the state she is in. He, thus, conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
SASHA: (upset face) She just flaked out right after we got in the cab. 
[Sasha’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
250) BEN: Janey, Janey? (upset face) What’ve you done to her? Janey? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder what Sasha has done to Janey, but implies that 
she must have done something to her, and conveys criticism. This is evident from his mimicry. 
Target is personal.] 
SASHA: (slightly annoyed face) Anyway… the car’s outside, and it’s gonna be well 
expensive. (Stretches out her hand, as if to imply she needs money.) 
[Sasha’s annoyance discloses her offence.] 
251) BEN: Really? Well, (shakes her hand) nice meeting you. Off you go, bye.  
[Sarcasm. Ben merely pretends that Sasha has only wanted to give him a hand to say goodbye 
to him. He knows that she wants him to give her money for the cab. Therefore, his shaking of 
Sasha’s hand, and his “nice meeting you” are sarcastic. He delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
 (SASHA looks disappointed.) 
[Sasha’s disappointment signals her offence.] 
SASHA: Oh, and tell Janey to give me a call later if she’s up… Yeah, I’ll see myself out. 
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BEN: Yeah, yeah.  
JANEY: Has she gone? 
BEN: Has she what? 
JANEY: Has she gone? 
BEN: Yes, why? 
JANEY: Oh, thank God! I just couldn’t take it any more.  
BEN: Oh, yeah, all that partying finally taken its toll, has it? 
JANEY: No, Dad, I feel great. It’s just… I don’t know what it is… I’ve gone out every night 
to the most amazing clubs, downing body shots off the taut oiled chests of the fittest waiters 
with the most enormous…  
BEN: Whoa, oh, oh, oh! You’re fond of detail, aren’t you, Janey? Please.  
JANEY: Yeah, but another minute of that just sounded the most boring thing imaginable. I 
mean, Dad, the whole time I was out, all I could think of was how much I wanted to call Mum, 
and ask about Kenzo, or drive up to Scarborough, and just give my son a great big hug. 
BEN: Yeah. I know. I know. I, um, I don’t know how to tell you this. 
JANEY: A what? You don’t think I’m coming down with something, do you? 
BEN: No, no, no, no, you’re coming down with something that’s much, much worse. 
JANEY: What?  
BEN: You’re growing up, Janey. Yeah, you are finally in touch with what’s really important in 
life.  
JANEY: You mean I’m just a loser? 
BEN: No, no, no, no, no, no, no, just the opposite. Janey, you have so much to look forward to. 
Janey, I can’t begin to tell you what Radio 4’s like. Janey, Gardener’s Question Time Thought 
For The Day, and Janey, we can learn to play bridge together. And it’s gonna be great. I wish 
your mother were here to witness this. (JANEY stands up) Janey, what’s up, where are you 
going?   
JANEY: Clubbing with Sasha.  
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BEN: But you just said that was boring. 
JANEY: Not, compared to you.  
 
252) BEN: (to MR. CASEY) Have a good night. Night. (furious face) Have a nice restful 
evening, Mr. Casey! Sleep well!  
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between Ben’s mimicry, and the verbal content of the second 
part of the utterance. Ben’s furious face indicates that he does not genuinely wish a peaceful 
evening, and a good sleep to Mr. Casey. He wishes him the complete opposite of that. This wa, 
Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
[Mr. Casey’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
BEN: (to himself) Yes! It’s show time! Oh, come on! (beeping sound) Hm, OK. Fire! Fire! 
Everybody out of the house! There’s a fire! Fire! Fire! Oh, fire! O, my God, fire! Fire, 
everybody, everybody out of the house! Everybody out of the house, now! Oh, my God, serious 
fire! We’ve got a really big fire, you know, a really big one – flames, heat, you know, big black 
clouds – usual stuff. You know, oh, looking very nasty, bleak, very bleak, Bleak House, ha, 
fire! Fire. Come on… (steps closer to MR. CASEY) Fire. You’re not buying this, are you?  
MR. CASEY: Nope. But a good attempt, Harper. Just think, when all this is settled, I shall be 
worth a fortune.  
BEN: You! They think I’m in on this. 
MR. CASEY: I think you’re confusing me with someone who gives a f… 
MICHAEL: Fire! Fire! Dad, there’s fire! 
BEN: All right, Mikey, thank you, Mikey, valiant attempt, but he’s not buying into it.  
MICHAEL: What are you talking about? Your bedroom’s on fir.  
BEN: Oh, shut up, Mikey. 
MICHAEL: The whole place is in flames… 
BEN: Please, Mikey, you’re embarrassing yourself, stop it.  
MR. CASEY: Oh, my God, it is! 
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BEN: Here he goes… 
MR. CASEY: There’s a fire! 
BEN: Oh, yes.  
MR. CASEY: There’s a fire! 
BEN: I’ve got you, Casey!  
MR. CASEY: Fire! Fire! 
BEN: Oh, Casey, yes, come on! 
MR. CASEY: Fire! 
BEN: I’ve got you, Casey! And again. (MR. CASEY runs out of the house) (to MICHAEL) 
Yes, Mikey, come on, Mikey, come back. I’m off the hook, I’ve got a picture… I’ve got… 
Smoke, fire, fire, we’ve got real fire! Mikey! Mike…!  
(Some time later.) 
BEN: (on the phone) Hi, hi, Susan, darling. Yeah. Here? Oh, no, everything’s boring, really. 
Nothing. Yeah, it’s fine, yeah. Erm, Susan, you know how you like surprises? Yes, you do. And 
you know how you’ve always wanted the bedroom painted? Yes, you did. Well, I think we 
should go the whole hog, yeah. I think we should have a whole new bedroom suite… and a 
whole new wardrobe… and lamps. Em, yeah. Did I burn the bedroom down?! Yes, I did. Bye, 
Susan, love you. (hangs up) 
(Enters MR. CASEY with a walking stick.) 
253) BEN: (deadpan face) Oh, that’s very good. Oh, that’s very convincing.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not genuinely believe that Mr. Casey’s walking with a stick is good, and 
convincing. This is evident form his mimicry. He believes that Mr. Casey is still pretending to 
be injured, and delivers criticism for that. Target is personal.] 
MR. CASEY: (serious face) No, this is for real, Harper. You trampled over me, when 
you ran out of the house.  
[Mr. Casey’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: Oh, that’s good.  
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MR. CASEY: So, you wanted to see me?  
BEN: Have a seat. Erm, look, I’ve been thinking, erm… If you go along with my story that the 
fire was, you know, like an electrical fault, and if I go along with your car injury story, you 
know… 
MR. CASEY: Hm, yes. That sounds fine to me.  
BEN: Yeah? 
MR. CASEY: Mm-hm. 
BEN: OK, well, if you, erm, if you’d sign this disclaimer, saying that it was an accident, then 
I’ll destroy all these photographs of you walking.  
MR. CASEY: Agreed.  
BEN: And, and we go what… we go what, 50–50? 
MR. CASEY:  Er… All right.  
BEN: Yeah? OK. Nice doing business with you, Mr. Casey. Come on, let’s have a little drink 
to our agreement. 
MR. CASEY: Cheers.   
BEN: Cheers. 
(Enters MICHAEL.) 
MICHAEL: Hey, Dad, I meant to tell you I fixed my video camera.  
BEN: Well, that’s good, Mikey. 
MICHAEL: Oh, I think it’s gonna be very good. You see, to test it, I set it right over here, and, 
er, started recording.  
254) BEN: (serious to annoyed face) What, you mean, like it’s been recording all the time?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder if the camera has been recording all the time. 
Instead, he conveys criticism, which is clear from his mimicry. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (serious face) Yup. It recorded your little chat in crystal clear picture, and 
sound. (plays the recording: “50–50?”) So, gentlemen… I believe we have our own 
little deal to carry out. 
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[Michael’s facial expression reveals his offence.] 
MR. CASEY: What a slime ball! (to BEN) I like his style.  
BEN: Think you’re good, Casey, all this boy needs is a cat, and a bald head.  
12.1.6. EPISODE 6: CAN’T GET NO SATISFACTION 
(In the living room. KENZO’s playing the piano. BEN’s reading a newspaper. BEN is irritated 
by the sound, and stops KENZO’s playing.) 
BEN: Kenzo… 
KENZO: Yes, Grandad? 
BEN: You ever thought of taking lessons? 
KENZO: I am taking lessons.  
BEN: Piano lessons? 
KENZO: Yes, Granny got them for me.  
BEN: Did she? 
KENZO: Do you think I’m any good, Granddad? 
BEN: You’ll be better when you’ve had a few lessons. 
KENZO: I’ve been taking them for three months. 
BEN: And you’re sure they’re piano lessons? 
(In the kitchen.) 
SUSNA: Anything nice happened at the surgery this week?  
255) BEN: (blessed face, soothing voice) Oh, just the usual crushing disappointments, 
(deadpan face) highlighted by my rogues’ gallery of patients, whose blackened cavital 
sockets act as a metaphor for my own decaying existence.  
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between Ben’s prosody, and mimicry, and the verbal content of his 
utterance. His non-verbal behaviour suggests that the events happening at the surgery went 
smoothly, and light-heartedly. His mimicry, and prosody imply that Ben has been satisfied with 
his work at the surgery. This strongly mismatches his suggestion that his work has been full of 
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typical misfortunes, and many patients with decaying teeth he has been unhappy to see, and 
deal with. This way, Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) Ever thought of writing greeting cards? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry suggests that she is annoyed by Ben’s criticism, and does not 
genuinely believe that he should write greeting cards. That her suggestion is merely a sarcastic 
one is evident also from the fact that Ben’s complaining was structured in quite a poetic style, 
also not uncommon for greeting cards. She, thus, pretends that he could write greeting cards in 
such a negative way. Her annoyance indicates that she delivers genuine criticism; meaning that 
she is, herself, offended by Ben’s sarcasm. Target is personal.]  
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: Oh, my God, listen! He sounds like he’s playing it with his face! 
SUSAN: You really live in a dark place, don’t you? 
256) BEN: It’s called reality, Susan, and Kenzo supplies the soundtrack. 
[Sarcasm. Ben does not genuinely believe that Kenzo supplies the soundtrack to his reality, but 
merely pretends to suggest this in order to deliver criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) I’ good for him to learn an instrument.  
[Susan’s facial expression discloses her offence.] 
BEN: Well, if he wants to play, we should get that piano tuned. 
SUSAN: I had it done last week. 
257) BEN: Then the kid needs tuning. Come on, admit it. He’s terrible.  
[Sarcasm. Ben does not sincerely believe that it is possible to tune Kenzo. He is a human being, 
not an instrument. This way, Ben only pretends to suggest that it is possible to tune the child, 
and that it needs to be done. He delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSNA: (upset face) Ben he’s seven. 
[Susan’s upset face indicates that she feels offended.] 
258) BEN: (deadpan face) Well, so what? Mozart was writing symphonies at seven.  
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[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not wonder whether there are justifiable reasons for Kenzo’s playing 
the piano wrong; he implies that there is no such reason. This is clear both from his mimicry, 
and from his suggestion that Mozart started writing symphonies at this age. He delivers 
criticism. Target Is personal.] 
[Susan’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
(Enters JANEY.) 
JANEY: So, I bet you didn’t know you had a piano prodigy living under your roof.  
259) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Prodigy? Prodigy! He can’t even bluff his way to 
Chopsticks! 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he does not genuinely wonder whether 
Janey’s suggestion that Kenzo is a piano prodigy is true, or not. Instead, his sarcastic smile 
implies that this is not the case. He conveys mocker. Target is personal.] 
 (JANEY looks annoyed.) 
[Janey’s annoyance implies her offence.] 
JANEY: I’m glad he’s found something he can take an interest in. It’s fantastic.  
SUSAN: It’s wonderful. 
260) BEN: It’s making my teeth hurt. (irritated face) How long is he going to practise for?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s facial expression suggests that he is not genuinely inquisitive about the 
amount of time Kenzo needs to practise, but implies that he is already practising too long, and 
delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (serious face) It has to be thirty minutes a day. (regular face) How’s he doing, 
Mum? 
[Janey’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
SUSAN: Still two minutes. 
JANEY: Hm. 
BEN: One thing, Susan. If that kid had been playing on the deck of Titanic, it would have made 
drowning a far more palatable option. (leaves) 
JANEY: Oh, Mum, I meant to say, his recital’s this Friday. 
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SUSAN: That’s in four days’ time. Maybe we should up his rehearsal time.  
JANEY: Hm. 
SUSAN: Forty minutes? 
JANEY: Forty? Won’t Dad mind? 
SUSAN: Oh, that’s a good point. Fifty.  
(In the living room.) 
MICHAEL: What do you think? 
261) ALFIE: I’m sorry, Michael, but every time you embroil me in your delicately-woven 
chicaneries, people seem to want to hurt us.  
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between Alfie’s criticism that people want to hurt them, and his 
suggestion that Michael’s chicaneries are delicately-woven. The latter implies that they are 
planned, and carried out well. Conversely, the former implies that Michael’s deceptions 
constantly fail them. Hence, the two ideas about the nature of Michael’s deceptive plans clash 
with each other, suggesting that Alfie’s labelling of Michael’s chicaneries as “delicately-
woven” is sarcastic. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (upset face) How can you say that? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s mimicry implies that he does not want to elicit Alfie’s explanation, 
but rather that the latter is wrong in suggesting that his deceptions are badly planned. Michael’s 
upset face suggests that he delivers genuine criticism, which discloses his offence. Target is 
personal.] 
ALFIE: (upset face) Well, what about that incident with Mr. Gonzalez? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Alfie’s facial expression indicates that he does not sincerely ask Michael for 
explanation about Mr. Gonzalez incident, but implies that the incident is a proof of Michael’s 
poorly-devised plans. Alfie’s mimicry also suggests that he delivers genuine criticism; meaning 
that he himself is offended as well. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (slightly embarrassed face) This is different. Anyway, it was fine once we 
fumigated his garage, and found his Alsatian. Internet dating’s perfectly legitimate, 
Alfie, and there are two local girls here looking for dates this Friday. 
[Michael’s mimicry discloses his offence.] 
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ALFIE: I’m also not sure if I want to dip my rod into the cruel waters of the relationship pond 
just yet. 
MICHAEL: They’ve already got fifty hits. They’re in demand.  
ALFIE: I’m happy as I am. I don’t need a woman’s company to define me.  
MICHAEL: Alfie, you can’t hide behind our tractor magazines forever.  
ALFIE: Look, I have a simple system. Whenever I start talking in my sleep to my favourite 
chicken back home, Lenny… Oh, Lenny… I know I’ve been single too long. 
MICHAEL: You’ve been doing that for the last six months.  
ALFIE: Oh, oh, well, sign me up, then. Michael, erm… I my dreams, I do just… talk to Lenny, 
don’t I?  
(In the bedroom.) 
262) BEN: (mocking voice) Recital? (mocking face) He… he’s got a recital this Friday? In 
front of the whole school?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s utterance consists of three sarcastic RQs. He does not sincerely ask Susan 
for confirmation of whether Kenzo has got a recital this Friday in front of the whole school; he 
conveys mockery; which is evident from his voice, and facial expression. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) He’ll be fine. 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
263) BEN: He’ll be laughed at! Come on, what… (upset face) Susan, what’s that gonna 
cost us in therapy bills?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely wonder how much money 
they would spend on a therapy, but implies that they would need to spend a lot of money on it. 
This way, he delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: He’s your grandson. (upset face) Can’t you support him? I happen to think 
he’s quite good.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s upset face implies that she does not sincerely ask Ben whether he is 
capable of supporting Kenzo, or not. She implies that he should support him, and conveys 
criticism. Susan’s mimicry also suggests that her negative assessment is serious, not jocular; 
which means that she is offended. Target is personal.] 
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BEN: (incredulous face) Good? Go…? (mocking face) Have you got selective hearing? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s entire utterance is made of sarcastic RQs. His incredulous face suggests 
that he does not find Kenzo’s playing good, so the question does not intend to elicit Susan’s 
confirmation of whether Ben has understood her correctly. Ben’s mimicry further suggests that 
he does not genuinely wonder whether Susan has got selective hearing, but implies that she 
does, and delivers mockery. Since Ben genuinely finds Kenzo’s playing awful, as already 
revealed earlier, it is evident that his mockery is genuine. This means that he feels offended. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (stays quiet for some time; disinterested face) Sorry, did you say something? 
[Sarcasm. Susan does not immediately respond to Ben. That she does this intentionally is clear 
from her mimicry. This way, she pretends that she has selective hearing. This is further signalled 
by her sarcastic RQ. Her disinterested face thus implies that she does not genuinely wonder 
whether Ben has said anything to her, but knows that he has, and delivers criticism for his 
mockery. Since she merely pretends that Ben is right, she delivers genuine criticism, meaning 
that she feels offended. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (upset to doubtful face) Am I the only one who hears it? I mean, you know, he’s 
murdered so many songs, we’d have to get a forensic officer in here. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry reveals that he does not sincerely wonder whether he is the 
only one who hears that Kenzo’s playing is awful. Instead, he implies that he should not be the 
only one to know this, and delivers criticism. From the rest of his utterance, it is clear that his 
negative attitude towards the target is genuine; meaning that he feels offended. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (irritated face) I feel sorry for you. All that negative energy clouding your 
mind. You’re never going to see beautiful meadows, and butterflies, are you? 
[Susan’s facial expression reveals her offence.] 
264) BEN: (sceptical face) Oh, I suppose you do? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sceptical face indicates that he is being sarcastic. He does not genuinely 
believe Susan sees the world this way, but implies that she does not. He conveys criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) I picture them from time to time… to take myself… away.  
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[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
BEN: Away? Away from what? 
SUSAN: Things. 
BEN: I, erm… I’m surprised he didn’t inherit some talent, you know, considering he’s from 
such a musical background.  
SUSAN: Hang on… You’re talking about yourself here? 
BEN: Yes. It’s in my blood. I was in a band before.  
SUSAN: Where? What band? 
BEN: In my 20s, Ben Harper, and the Revolutions.  
265) (SUSAN laughs sarcastically.) 
[Sarcasm. Susan’s sarcastic laughter functions as a sole sarcastic facial expression. It signals 
her mockery. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (pretendedly amused face) Oh, go on, go on, l… I will have you know we were 
the talk of West London. Our outdoor performances were legendary. 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely mean that Susan should go on 
with her mocking laughter. He delivers criticism. Since she laughs at him, and feels that the 
bend was an important one (which is evident from his claim that their performances were 
legendary), it is clear that his criticism is genuine. Thus, he feels offended. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (incredulous to mocking face) Festivals? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry suggests that she does not sincerely presume that they 
performed at festivals; but rather uses the sarcastic RQ to convey her incredulity at it, and thus 
deliver genuine mockery, disclosing her own offence Target is personal.] 
BEN: (slightly upset face) Fêtes mainly. But it’s in my blood. You know? You’ve got 
to have rhythm, Susan. You’ve got to… You have to understand the music. You’ve got 
to have God-given timing.  
[Ben’s facial expression reveals his offence.] 
266) SUSAN: Timing? It’s taken you thirty years to tell me.  
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[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not genuinely seek Ben’s confirmation of whether she has heard 
him correctly. She implies that Ben does not have a good timing, since it has taken him so long 
to tell her that he was in a bend. She delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Well, when we first went out, you know, I didn’t want to bang on 
about myself. I wanted to… you know, learn more about you.  
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
267) SUSAN: (disappointed face) Best two hours of my life.  
[Sarcasm. Susan’s sarcasm covers her attitude towards the idea of that being the best two hours 
of her life. She does believe that those were the best two hours of her life, but implies that she 
is anything but satisfied by that. This is indicated by her mimicry. She delivers criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
[Ben’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
(In the kitchen.) 
SUSAN: Have you seen Kenzo’s song book? I have to take him for a lesson in half an hour. 
BEN: Please, Susan, I’ve got time to think about things like that now? Real music is afoot here.  
SUSAN: You’ve got that look. What are you up to? 
BEN: Just getting in touch with the… lads. 
268) SUSAN: (sceptical face) Lads? As in friends? You don’t have any.  
[Sarcastic RQ. Susan’s sarcasm here covers two sarcastic RQs. By stating that Ben does not 
have any friends, she implies that her questions about Ben meeting with the lads, or friends, is 
not genuinely intended to elicit information, but rather to convey her mockery. This is further 
signalled by her mimicry. Target is personal.]  
BEN: (serious face) My band, Susan, Ben Harper, and the Revolutions. Last night’s 
little chat go me thinking, “Why not get in touch, you know, for old time’s sake, and 
have an old jam together”? 
[Ben’s seriousness reveals his offence.] 
269) SUSAN: (mocking face) That I’d pay to see. 
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[Sarcasm. Susan’s mocking face signals that she does not sincerely believe that she would pay 
to see Ben’s bend. Instead, she merely pretends to suggest this to deliver mockery. Target is 
personal.] 
BEN: (smiles slightly) So, I decided to get the old Rickenbacker out. 
[Ben’s smile indicates that he is amused, not offended by Susan’s sarcasm.] 
270) SUSAN: (annoyed to slightly pretendedly embarrassed face) That nobody wants to 
see.  
[Sarcasm. Susan pretends to infer that Ben wanted to imply that “the old Rickenbacker! Refers 
to his sexual organ. Her pretence is signalled by her mimicry. This way, she delivers mockery; 
which is further supported by Ben’s later recognition of her remark as very droll. Target is 
personal.] 
BEN: (laughs) Droll, Susan, very droll. Behold. (shows his guitar) I got her out of the 
attic his morning. I don’t know why I locked her away.  
[Ben’s laughter, and remark that Susan’s comment was very droll disclose his amusement, not 
offence.] 
271) SUSAN: (deadpan face) Yes, it’s a mystery. (rolls her eyes) 
[Sarcasm. Susan’s mimicry indicates that she does not really think that Ben’s locking the guitar 
in the attic is a mystery. She implies that it is not, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (unamazed voice) Hmm.  
[Ben’s prosody reveals his offence.] 
(SUSAN leaves.) 
BEN: (to the guitar) We don’t need her, do we darling. No, no, no. Come to Papa. Yeah, 
Daddy’s back.  
(In the living room.) 
ALFIE: Well, it’s been a whole day. Have they replied? 
MICHAEL: Er… Good, and bad news, Alfie. They do want to go out with us, wahey, but, er… 
in the rush to get our messages to them, I… may have attached your photo to my profile, and 
mine to yours. 
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ALFIE: Michael, computers are your thing. It’s what you. If you can’t even get that right, the 
whole world will reverse on its own axis.  
MICHAEL: Look, look, relax. They still picked us over 74 other potential dates. 
ALFIE: OK. So, how will this whole profile mix-up influence their opinions? 
MICHAEL: They think you’re a member of a debating club, and a junior chess champion, and 
I was the one born in South Wales in a barn.  
ALFIE: That’ a lie. It was North Wales.  
MICHAEL: It doesn’t matter. The point is Terri still likes me. Well, you, and Georgia likes 
you… me. I’ll just pretend to like farming for the night, and you pretend to like chess.  
272) ALFIE: No, no, no, no, no, I won’t impersonate another man. If we deceive them, what 
sort of foundations are those to start a relationship?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Alfie does not genuinely wonder what kind of foundations of a relationship 
lying establishes, but implies that the latter is anything but good to start a relationship, and 
conveys criticism. This is evident from the Alfie’s refusal to impersonate another person. Target 
is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks serious.) 
[Michael’s seriousness discloses his offence.] 
MICHAEL: That’s Terri, that’s Georgia.  
ALFIE: Bishops go sideways, right? 
BEN: Hey, Mikey! 
MICHAEL: (closes down the computer) Ow! 
273) BEN: (laughs sarcastically) Ho–ho! Hello, two boys concealing a computer screen, 
eh? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcastic laughter indicates that he does not find the idea of Michael, 
and Alfie concealing the computer screen pleasant, which means that it is his attitude that is 
revealed. This implies that his question does not genuinely seek for confirmation of whether he 
has, in fact, seen Michael close down the computer, but implies that he has, and delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
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 (MICHAEL, and ALFIE look annoyed.) 
[Michael’s, and Alfie’s annoyance suggests that they feel offended.] 
ALFIE: We were just organising a social rendezvous, Mr. Harper. 
BEN: Yeah. Call it what you will, Alfie.  
MICHAEL: Get on with it, Dad. 
BEN: Mikey, er… I need to use the internet to, er… make contact with a few friends.  
274) MICHAEL: (sceptical face) Friends? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s sceptical face indicates that he does not sincerely seek for Ben’s 
confirmation of whether he has understood him correctly. Instead, he implies that he does not 
believe Ben, and conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Yeah. 
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
275) MICHAEL: (incredulous to slightly mocking face) Now who’s being dishonest? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely wonder who (or 
whether Ben) is dishonest, but implies that he believes Ben is insincere, and that he wants to 
contact potential dates. Michael thus delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (annoyed face) No, no, no, no. It’s not like that, Mikey. If you wanna know, I was 
in a band in my youth, and I’m trying to organise a little get-together. 
[Ben’s annoyance discloses his offence.] 
ALFIE: Oh, can I join, Mr. Harper?  
BEN: Oh, please, grow up.  
MICHAEL: You never told us you were in a band. 
BEN: Yeah, well, I didn’t like making a big deal about it, Mikey, but we were great, man. We 
were really great. We, er… We push boundaries. We touch people. We redefine the genre. We 
left an indelible stamp on the face of rock’n’roll.  
MICHAEL: What sort of stuff did you play? 
BEN: Covers mainly.  
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(In BEN’s garage.) 
ZIGGY: Remember when we went to Glasgow? He thought he had to take his passport.  
STICKS: We left him behind. Do you remember?  
ZIGGY: Oh, he did. He slept on the golf course.  
STICKS: (to DANNY) It was always your fault.  
BEN: (to DANNY) Always your fault.  
ZIGGY: It was a hell of a gig. How we didn’t start a riot that night, I don’t know.  
BEN: That was Danny’s fault. That was Danny’s fault. (to DANNY) Goading the crowd, 
weren’t you? Goading the crowd. Flapping his arms all over the place. You never could dance, 
could you, Dan?  
DANNY: Ben, I had epilepsy.  
BEN: Oh, you know. It kept you on the toes, didn’t it? Come on, we’re back! Crazy times! 
ZIGGY: He, how you managed to track us down, Ben? I’ll never know.  
BEN: Well, you know, I still think of the band from time to time, and, erm… I often wonder if 
Ben Harper, and the Revolutions, if we’d stuck together, Sticks, what would have happened. 
Knebworth, Live Aid, Glastonbury. 
ZIGGY: Well, I spoke to the landlord of the Pig, and Whistle. 
BEN: Wooh! We’re back! Come on, rock’n’roll! 
ZIGGY: Right, let’s have a stab at one of the old show stoppers, yeah? Recreate the old sound. 
BEN: Er… Zigs… Sorry, sorry. Erm… this is my spot. Er, front, front centre. Ben Harper, 
Revolutions. Thank you. Thank you. 
ZIGGY: Right. Right. Well, er, what about, erm… Cowgirl Blues?  
BEN: Yeah! Cowgirl Blues! Let’s…  
STICKS: Get… Two, three, four…  
BEN: Boys… Hold it! Hold it! Hold it! Hold it! We’re still talking. Do you remember that, 
erm… gig in Oxford? The Oxford gig when we were followed by that vanload of girls?  
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DANNY: Man, we’d be nothing without our groupies.  
STICKS: The Revolutionettes.  
BEN: The Revolutionettes. Yes! That’s it! Yeah, who was the girl with the piercings?  
ZIGGY: Sharon. 
BEN: Oh, that Fat Shazza! Woo–hoo! What a dog! Rough! Talk about rough. Used to drink 
meths, and surf on the bonnet of my car. She looked like Meatloaf in drag.  
STICKS: Ziggy married her.  
BEN: Cowgirl Blues! One, two, one, two, three… (singing) And the rodeo bull went stir crazy. 
I knew right there she was my girl. 
ZIGGY, STICKS, AND DANNY: Lady! 
BEN: Lady! I meant lady!  
ZIGGY: Ben, if you can’t remember the lyrics, you should have said.  
BEN: I know the lyrics.  
STICKS: You wrote the lyrics. 
BEN: I wrote the… Did I wr… I wrote the lyrics, yes. See? No problemo.  
DANNY: I thought it sounded pretty good. 
BEN: Yeah. 
DANNY: Give, or take one, or two things.  
BEN: I’ve got a few notes myself, actually, Dan. You came in a bit early on the intro.  
276) DANNY: (upset face) Are you sure? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Danny’s mimicry implies his disbelief at, and anger with Ben’s comment, 
suggesting that he does not sincerely wonder whether Ben is sure about it, but rather implies 
that there is no legitimate way for Ben to be sure that Danny has made a mistake during the 
rehearsal, because he has not. Danny thus uses the sarcastic RQ to delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Oh, think about it. Think about it. OK? Ziggy, er… I think you’re 
out of tune during the chorus.  
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[Ben’s seriousness reveals his offence.] 
ZIGGY: Was I? 
BEN: Yeah. Sorry, mate. You know, bit embarrassing, but work on it, it’ll be fine. It’ll be fine. 
Er, Sticks, very good, mate. That was good, er… apart from the fact I think you were a bit flat 
on your solo, and, er… it’s Cowgirl Blues, Sticks, Cowgirl Blues, cow bell. It’s there for a 
reason.  
STICKS: Don’t touch the kit.  
BEN: Well, that’s the thing. You do. Just utilise it, mate. That’s all I’m saying. If you work on 
your deficiencies, Ben Harper, and the Revolutions will be read for that gig.  
ZIGGY: Yeah, listen, Ben, you know we’re called the Revolutions, don’t you? Just, that’s it.  
DANNY: That’s all we ever were, man.  
277) BEN: OK, yeah, fine. I must be mad, must be mad, (pretendedly crazy face) must be 
crazy. Er… (points to his head as if to suggest that he was crazy; pretendedly crazy 
face) I must have imagined the Ben Harper bit.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s mimicry, and gesture reveal that he does not really believe that he has gone 
crazy. He only pretends it. Additionally, his sarcasm is generated on the basis of a mismatch 
between the first, and the second sentence. Him going crazy contrasts his belief that this is OK, 
or fine. His pretendedly crazy face also reveals that he merely pretends to indicate that he “must 
have imagined the Ben Harper bit”. This way Ben’s pointing to his head, as if he was crazy, 
implies that he is anything but insane, meaning that the gesture is sarcastic, and, thus, further 
signals his sarcasm. This allows him to convey criticism. Target is personal.]  
 (ZIGGY, DANNY, and STICKS look annoyed.) 
[Their mimicry discloses their offence.] 
BEN: Right, OK, who’s for a drink, yeah? Yeah? 
ZIGGY: Yeah, great.  
BEN: Yeah? Beer, anyone?  
ZIGGY: Yeah, yeah. 
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BEN: Refreshments, OK. Here we go. Cheers, Dan. Anyway, I think you can still stick them 
away. Hey, hey, boys, rock’n’roll! (leaves) 
ZIGGY: He’s got to go.  
DANNY: I can’t believe he’s still like that. This is the reason I went into loft insulation.  
ZIGGY: We’ll have to find a way to tell him somehow. The thing I can’t figure out is why we 
didn’t sack him sooner the last time.  
STICKS: He was the only one who had a car.  
(In the kitchen.) 
JANEY: He’s improved so much, Mum. I’m telling you, Kenzo’s gonna kick some serious arse 
this Friday.  
SUSAN: Janey, it’s a piano recital for seven-year-olds, not an underground cage fight.  
JANEY: I know, I know. He’s just gonna stick it to the other kids. That’s all I’m saying.  
SUSAN: Maybe you shouldn’t be taking it so seriously. So long as he enjoys it, that’s the main 
thing.  
JANEY: I just want him to have musical chances I never had.  
SUSAN: We encouraged you to take up a musical instrument.  
JANEY: Er, I had one violin lesson, and then my violin went missing. What was all that about? 
SUSAN: Yes, it’s a mystery.  
(Enters BEN.) 
BEN: Hey, did you hear that? Ha–ha. Did you hear that out there? I mean, hoo–wee! That was 
real music! Ha. I swear, when I played that final chord, I could see a tear in Ziggy’s eye.  
278) SUSAN: (mocking face) I’ll bet.  
[Sarcasm. Ben wanted to imply that Ziggy cried out of joy, and pleasure for the music they 
were playing. Susan’s mimicry here reveals that she only pretends to agree with Ben’s 
implicature; whereas, in reality, she believes that Ziggy cried due to something else. She 
delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
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BEN: (serious face) I’m just gonna get the guys some beers. Hey, Susan, they’re 
drinking before lunch. Before… I mean, those guys are completely mental.  
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
279) SUSAN: (annoyed face) They’ll be driving at 32 in a built-up area next.  
[Sarcasm. Driving at 32 miles per hour is a standard driving speed in built-up areas, so there is 
nothing special about it. Since Susan knows that, which is also evident from her mimicry, her 
suggestion of this activity being a viable follow-up to Ben’s friends’ drinking before lunch 
implies that there is nothing extraordinary with the latter as well. In other words, Susan merely 
pretends to believe that drinking before lunch is an example of the guys’ self-indulgence, and 
hence also pretends to suggest that driving at 32 miles an hour is another possible instance of 
such self-indulgence. This way, she delivers criticism. Target is personal.]   
[Ben’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
JANEY: So, do you remember all the songs OK, Dad? It has been a long time. 
BEN: Janey, that jam session was laced with magic. I mean, I would elaborate, but you two just 
wouldn’t understand he sheer chemistry, the dynamism, the raw energy, the, the sheer rush of 
adrenaline when four musicians are hurtling headlong on a path to musical nirvana. (leaves) 
280) SUSAN: (deadpan face) Thank God he didn’t elaborate.  
[Sarcasm. Susan does not genuinely believe that Ben did not elaborate on the rehearsal, since 
he has just explained his feelings on the matter in great detail. Her sarcasm is further cued by 
her mimicry. She delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (JANEY smiles.) 
[Jayne’s smile signals her amusement, not offence.] 
(In the living room.) 
BEN: All right, Susan, me, and the guys are heading off to the pub.  
SUAN: Well, fine. Dinner will be ready around seven.  
BEN: Oh, chill out, babe. We’re rock people. Our creative clock ticks at its own pace.  
SUSAN: 7:15? 
BEN: That’s lovely. Fine, OK. Hey, guys, the pub!  
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281) ZUGGY, DANNY, AND STICKS: (unexcitedly) Yeah. 
[Sarcasm. Their unexcited manner of saying “yeah” indicates that they are not really excited; 
producing a clash with the semantic content of the expression “yeah”, which effects in sarcasm. 
Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks excited.) 
[Ben’s excitement indicates that he is entertained, not offended.] 
(DANNY, STICKS, and BEN leave.) 
SUSAN: Ziggy, isn’t it?  
ZIGGY: Er… Yeah, yeah, that’s right.  
SUSAN: I heard you play something. Sounds like you’re having fun.  
282) ZIGGY: (inconceivable face) Is that what it sounded like? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ziggy’s facial expression suggests that he doubts that their playing sounded 
like they had fun. This means that Ziggy does not actually wonder whether their rehearsal 
sounded good, or not; but rather implies that it was not amusing. He delivers criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness indicates her offence.] 
SUSAN: How’ Ben doing? 
ZIGGY: Oh, er… He’s great, and all, really great. It’s just, you know, things have changed, 
and, well, he hasn’t.  
SUSAN: What are you saying? 
ZIGGY: Er… well, how can I put this? Erm… We want him out of the band.  
SUSAN: Oh. Is it his playing, or his personality? 
ZIGGY: Er… Yeah.  
SUSAN: Right. So, when are you going to tell him? 
ZIGGY: Oh, God. Look, Mrs. Harper, I used to do a bit of roadieing for Black Sabbath in the 
‘70s, when Ozzy Osbourne, erm… had his little demons, shall we say? One rainy night in 
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Munich, Ozzy got drunk, and locked himself in a Portaloo. I had to batter the door down, and 
wrestle a bottle of Jack Daniel’s off him, while he attacked me with a mic stand.  
SUSAN: And? 
ZIGGY: And I would take that over having to tell Ben any day.  
SUSAN: I see.  
ZIGGY: I don’t suppose you could … break it to him, could you? 
SUSAN: Well, he’ll be humiliated, and crushed. Love to. 
(In the bedroom.) 
BEN: Yeah, Susan, I thought us appearing live again, and me fronting the band would be… 
Well, a miracle.  
SUSAN: It will be. Ben, we need to talk.  
BEN: You know what it is, Susan? You know, when I’m with the band, it’s like I’m in a 
different world, you know, and er… I can actually see those butterflies, and meadows you were 
talking about.  
SUSAN: Are you sure they’re butterflies? They could just be dead leaves blowing in the wind.  
BEN: All I’m saying is, Susan, that I… I haven’t been as happy as this for… For… ooh, ages.  
SUSAN: Ben… 
BEN: You know what it is, don’t you? For the first time in a long while, I’ve got friends. 
Friends, Susan, real friends, and it feels really good. Sorry, you wanted to talk to me about 
something?  
SUSAN: It’ll keep. 
BEN: Yup. 
(In the kitchen.) 
BEN: (singing) To think that you were caterpillar, in a Moroccan villa… 




MICHAEL: I let you use my computer the other day, so, er… I need a favour in return.  
BEN: OK, Mikey. Shoot.  
MICHAEL: Could you teach me a few basics ion that thing? 
BEN: He’s… He’s embarrassed. He… You know what, Mikey, don’t be embarrassed. It’s OK. 
You want to soak up some of my creative energy. That’s understandable.  
MICHAEL: Don’t make this any harder.  
BEN: Look, Mikey, the way I play can’t actually be taught… but I can show you a few very, 
very basic beginner’s chords, OK? Come on, Mikey, come on.  
JANEY: You know the rules, Michael. He shows no interest in us, we show no interest in him.  
283) MICHAEL: (annoyed to upset face) Is it so wrong for a young man o want to be 
mentored by his father?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not genuinely wonder whether it is wrong for a young man to 
be mentored his father, or not. His mimicry suggests that he implies that there is nothing wrong 
with it, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
JANEY: (upset face) When you’re the young man, and he’s the father, yes. What’s 
going on? 
[Jaynes’s upset face reveals her offence.] 
MICHAEL: OK. I’m masquerading as Alfie to impress a girl, so I need to learn the guitar fast. 
Alfie can’t teach me, as he’s out learning chess in order to portray me. I’ve only got a few hours, 
Dad’s got a guitar, I’m desperate, he’s got the time.  
JANEY: I’m sorry. You lost me at masquerading as Alfie to impress girls.  
(Enters SUSAN.) 
JANEY: So, how did Dad take the news?  
SUSAN: He didn’t. I didn’t have the heart to tell him. Have you seen how happy he’s been in 
the last two days? It’s not that easy.  
JANEY: Of course, it is. He was rude about Kenzo. He deserves to hear the truth.  
SUSAN: Hiding from the truth is all that keeps this family together.  
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(At a bar.) 
ALFIE: Oh, I’d say my favourite chess move would be the two-knight defence, although I am 
partial to the Latvian Gambit. 
TERRI: Wow! I didn’t realise you liked chess this much, Michael.  
ALFIE: Oh, yes, I can’t get enough of the old chessarooney. Chess this, chess that. Queen to 
F4 here, Rook to F5 there. Yadda-yadda-yadda.  
GEORGIA: So, tell me a bit about your upbringing in Wales.  
MICHAEL: Well, er… there’s not much to tell. Childhood, adolescence, adulthood. Three 
quick steps, really.  
GEROGIA: You’re so modest, Alfie. What about that story on your profile, where you found 
those poor sheep lost in the mountains, struggling for oxygen?  
MICHAEL: Well, I’m a modest sort, you know, Georgia. I, er… I don’t really like to talk about 
that.  
GEORGIA: But the way you gave the whole herd mouth-to-mouth, then reared them as your 
own. 
MICHAEL: Yes, I’m full of surprises, aren’t I? Would you girls excuse us for a second? Er… 
We need the toilet, don’t we, Michael?  
ALFIE: Michael? Oh, es, Michael. That would be me, Michael. Yes, that’s my name.   
(At the toilet.) 
MICHAEL: It’s a disaster. I say we abort, while w still can.  
ALFIE: A bit longer, Michael. If I can get Terri more of that chess chat, she’s bound to wilt. 
It’s white-hot! 
MICHAEL: No, Alfie, they’re on to us. 
ALFIE: I say we ride it out. It’s strange, really. Once I put my moralistic instincts to one side, 
I started enjoying being you.  
MICHAEL: I say we bail. 
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ALFIE: Michael, please, we have to try, and make this work. You, and I can’t go back to our 
weird, girl-free-code-dependency with its… awkward tension. What do you say? 
MICHAEL: Fine. 
ALFIE: Yes! 
MICHAEL: Oh, and Alfie, what did happen that day in the mountains with those sheep?  
ALFIE: Some… stuff. What happens on the mountain, stays on the mountain.   
(Back in the bar.) 
ALFIE: Sorry about that. My bladder’s an impatient mistress.  
MICHAEL: What is it? 
TERRI: I’m really sorry, but I think there’s been a bit of a mix-up? 
MICHAEL: What kind of a mix-up? 
GEORGIA: This is gonna sound really strange, but can we swap dates? 
MICHAEL: Come again? 
TERRI: Yeah. I’d actually really like to get to know Alfie over here.  
GEORGIA: And I quite like Michael. I’d like to find out more about you.  
ALFIE: Well, it’s a stretch, but we’ll see if we can’t manage it.  
MICHAEL: Well, hey, it’s… it’s a shame about Georgia, but, er… Well, I have t say, Terri, 
I’m flattered you chose me. So, er… So, what do you think of Michael?  
284) TERRI: I’m sorry… I know he’s your friend, and everything, but a guy that lives with 
his mum, plays chess, and goes to a debating club? Two words, repressed loser.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Terri merely pretends to wonder, or reflect on, how to describe Michael 
adequately; which is evident form her immediate response to her own sarcastic RQ, stating that 
Michael is, in her view, a repressed loser. This means that she does not genuinely wonder how 
to describe, or characterise him, since she already knows the answer. She only wants to convey 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks embarrassed.) 
[Michael’s mimicry signals his offence.] 
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(At the recital.) 
285) JANEY: Kenzo’s all ready to go. There were a few tears, and tantrums backstage… 
but I’m fine now. (annoyed face) You still haven’t told him, have you?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Jayne does not merely seek Susan’s confirmation of her presupposition that 
she has not yet told Ben the truth about the bend, but rather implies that she should have told 
him, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.]  
SUSAN: (serious face) He’s been so happy lately. It’s almost like he’s human.  
[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
TEACHER: And now, from Year Two, playing a selection of sheet music, Kenzo Harper.  
JANEY: That’s t, Kenzo, just as we practised.  
286) BEN: Dear, oh dear, oh dear. (annoyed to upset face) What… what is this? Name that 
tune?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm comprises two sarcastic RQs. His mimicry, and the beginning of 
his utterance both suggest that he does not sincerely wonder what song, or tune, Kenzo is 
playing, but, instead, implies that there is no song, or tune extant that matches it. Hence, there 
is also no possible way anyone could name the tune that he is playing. This way, he delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (irritated face) Shut up, Ben.  
[Susan’s mimicry signals her offence.] 
287) BEN: I think (tense to annoyed face) “sheet” music’s being kind.  
[Sarcasm. Words “sheet” is similar to the word “shit”. Ben takes advantage of this similarity, 
implying that Kenzo’s sheet music is really “shit” music. This is additionally cued by an 
emphatic stress on “sheet”, and Ben’s mimicry whilst uttering the word. Ben’s pretence enables 
him to deliver criticism, as he states that the “sheet” (while really meaning “shit”) music is a 
gentle way to describe Kenzo’s playing. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance reveals her offence.] 
JANEY: Focus, Kenzo, focus.  
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BEN: This is very awkward, Susan. This is very awkw…. I mean, the kid is embarrassing 
himself.  
SUSAN: He happens to be doing very well.  
BEN: Humph! Someone should have been honest with him from the start, you know. I mean, 
that kid is big enough, and tough enough to hear the truth.  
SUSAN: That’s what you really think, is it? 
BEN: Yeah, sure. That Simon Bowel’s got it right, you know. If someone’s crap, tell them. It’s 
cruel to be kind. 
SUSAN: OK. You’re crap.  
BEN: Exactly. That’s all it needs. You know, no big deal.  
SUSAN: No, Ben, you’re crap.  
BEN: What? 
SUSAN: You’re terrible. The band want you out.  
288) BEN: (incredulous to annoyed face) Er… come again? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely seek for Susan’s 
clarification, but rather conveys his disbelief at what she has said, and delivers criticism. Target 
is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) The Revolutions… The Revolutions want to start without you. 
They don’t want you playing with them.  
[Susan’ seriousness indicates that she feels offended.] 
289) BEN: (incredulous face) Oh, really? Oh, sack the lead singer, ah, and, if I may say so, 
the heartbeat of the band, a week before the gig? Ha, ha, I don’t think so.  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm here covers two sarcastic RQs, which is revealed both by his 
facial expression, as well as his last sentence. He does not; therefore, sincerely believe that the 
bend wants to continue playing without him, since he still considers himself to be its key 
member. This means that his two sarcastic RQs are intended to imply that Susan is lying, and 
convey criticism. Target is personal.] 
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SUSAN: (unamused face) Ben, Ziggy told me they want you out. I’m sorry, but you left 
me no choice. After all, honesty is the best policy in the world… 
[Susan’s lack of amusement at Ben’s sarcasm implies that she is offended by it.] 
290) BEN: No, it is not. (angry face) Who said that? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder who said that honesty was he best policy, which 
is evident from his mimicry. Instead, he implies this is not the case, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) You did.  
[Susan’s upset face signals her offence.] 
JANEY: Mum! Dad! This is Kenzo’s moment, not yours. Shut up.  
SUSAN: There was no need for that.  
291) BEN: (upset face; offended voice) Ooh, what got into her? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry, and voice disclose that he does not genuinely wonder what 
has got into Janey; he implies that there is something wrong with her, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness reveals her offence.] 
JANEY: That’s my boy.  
BEN: You can think what you want, Susan, all I’m saying is we’ve got a rehearsal at 10 a. m. 
tomorrow morning.  
292) SUSAN: (laughs sarcastically) Oh, no, you haven’t.  
[Sarcasm. Susan’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm, and functions as a sole marker of it in this 
case, meaning that Susan does actually believe that Ben will not have a rehearsal with the bend 
tomorrow; however, her sarcastic laughter covers the scope of her evaluative attitude 
accompanying this belief, disclosing her disaffiliated, and, hence, mocking attitude towards 
Ben for not believing her. Target is personal.] 




[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic smile indicates a sole sarcastic facial expression, delivering mockery. 
Ben, thus, truly believes that one of the two will look foolish. His sarcasm rather covers his 
evaluative attitude, conveying a disaffiliation (i.e. criticism) towards Susan for mocking him. 
This implies that his own criticism is genuine, which signals his own offence. Target is 
personal.] 
 (SUSAN smiles sarcastically, an looks a bit annoyed.) 
[Sarcasm. Susan’s sarcastic laughter signals sarcasm. This, in connection with her mimicry, 
indicates that she conveys genuine criticism; meaning that she feels offended. Target is 
personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness suggests that he is offended.] 
(In the garage.) 
BEN: Yup, they’re really not coming, are they?  
SUSAN: I’m sorry. I really am.  
BEN: Humph. Ah, well, it doesn’t matter. Maybe it wasn’t as special, as I thought, you know, 
well, like it used to be.  
SUSAN: Things change, Ben. 
BEN: Yeah, and they were getting very big for their boots, Susan. Oh, they’re so bossy. I mean, 
it’s difficult dealing with egos like that, darling.  
293) SUSAN: (pretendedly agreeing face, pretendedly compassionate voice) Yes, I’m sure. 
[Sarcasm. Susan’s mimicry, and prosody indicate that she is being sarcastic. She does not 
genuinely comply with Ben’s comment, but rather implies that he has a very big ego as well, 
and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious. He does not see Susan, but he can hear her.) 
[Ben’s seriousness implies his offence.] 
BEN: If we’d gone on the road together, just think, there would have been tantrums, back 
stabbing, infighting… 
294) SUSAN: (slightly mocking face) And who needs that when you can get it all here? 
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[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not sincerely wonder whether anyone needs conflicts, and 
deceptions, but implies that Ben, for instance, does; which is signalled both by her mimicry, 
and her suggestion that Ben can get into conflicts at home as well. This way, she delivers 
mockery. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) Exactly.  
[Sarcasm. There is a mismatch between Ben’s mimicry (a serious face), and his verbal 
behaviour. Since his seriousness implies that he feels offended by Susan’s remark, his 
complying, concretised through the expression “exactly”, clashes with his emotional state, 
meaning that his agreeing is pretended, and, hence, sarcastic. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN smiles briefly.) 
[Susan’s smile reveals her amusement.]  
SUSAN: It’s cheer-up time.  
BEN: Yeah. Give me one reason why I should.  
SUSAN: Play your cards right, I might let you get out Rickenbacker later. (leaves) 
(Enters KENZO.) 
BEN: All right? 
KENZO: All right.  
BEN: You enjoy your recital? 
KENZO: I’m rubbish.  
BEN: Well… You didn’t overhear your grandad last night, did you?  
KENZO: No, I heard some of the other mummies, and daddies saying it. 
BEN: Oh, did you? Come, come here. Hey, it doesn’t matter what they say, it doesn’t matter 
what… Do you enjoy playing the piano? 
KENZO: Yeah. 
BEN: Well, that’s all that matters.  
KENZO: Thanks, Grandad. 
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BEN: It’s all right. Hey, um… they’re old people, you see. They don’t understand. We’re ahead 
of our time, you, and me. They’re not ready for our sound. Hey, do you want to jam?  
KENZO: Yeah!  
BEN: Just stick to your piano, OK? Stick to your piano.  
(In the living room.) 
BEN: One, two, three… (singing) Oh, when the saints go marching in, when the saints go 
marching in, I’ll be in that number. When the saints go marching in. (to KENZO) Yeah! Yeah! 
KENZO: That was fun. 
BEN: It was great. That was… Just a little thought, little thought. You could play a tad quicker. 
I mean, generally speaking, your tempo, it’s all over the place. An, and when we got to Row, 
Row Your Boat, it sounded like you were phoning it in, so let’s do it again. Let’s do it again. 
OK? OK. After three. One, two, three. And… (singing) Oh, when the saints go marching in… 
(to KENZO) A little quicker. Quicker. Come on. (singing) When the saints go marching in, I 
want to be in that number. When the saints go marching in… (to KENZO) Have you stopped?   
(In the kitchen.) 
295) SUSAN: (mocking face) Isn’t it great? Our children are playing together.  
[Sarcasm. Susan’s entire utterance is sarcastic. The second sentence forms part of Susan’s 
sarcasm precisely due to the fact that she is aware that Ben is no longer a child. Therefore, she 
merely pretends that he is, and this way delivers mockery of his behaviour. This negative 
attitude of hers then contrasts with the first sentence. Since Susan conveys a dissociative stance 
towards Ben’s behaviour, her implication that his conduct is great is sarcastic. This means that 
she does not genuinely seek Janey’s confirmation of her opinion, but rather implies mockery, 
which is further signalled by her mimicry. Namely, Susan’s question is not genuine, but 
sarcastic rhetorical. Target is personal.] 
 (JAYNE laughs.) 
[Jayne’s laughter signals her amusement, not offence.] 
JANEY: Listen, Mum, you were right. I did put too much pressure on Kenzo. The fact that he 
was playing at the recital should have been enough for me.  
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SUSAN: Janey, you’re a mother. You’re supposed to expect the best from your child. I always 
did. Up to a point.  
(Enters KENZO.) 
SUSAN: Kenzo, what’s up?  
KENZO: I can’t work with this.  
 
12.1.7. EPISODE 7: THE ABI HABIT 
(In the bedroom.) 
SUSAN: Ben?  
BEN: Shh! 
SUSAN: It’s been a while, you know. 
BEN: Huh? 
SUSAN: I’m just saying, it’s been a while since we had… 
296) BEN: (annoyed face) What, Susan? What? Talked? (mocking face) Oh, yes, I suppose 
you’re reading an article about marriage, and communication? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s entire utterance is composed of sarcastic RQs. His mimicry suggests that 
he does not genuinely wonder what Susan wants to say to him. Instead, he implies that there is 
nothing important that she needs to say, which is further signalled by his sarcastic RQ 
“Talked?”. With it, Ben does not genuinely wonder whether Susan wants to talk to him, but 
implies that she does, and delivers criticism. In addition, with his last sarcastic RQ, Ben does 
not sincerely wonder whether Susan is reading an article on marriage, and communication, but 
implies that she does not, which is evident from his mimicry. Thus, he merely pretends that she 
is reading such an article to imply that she must now be an expert on marital affairs; something 
he does not really believe. This means that his implication is a pretence, disclosing that Ben 
does not sincerely believe Susan is knowledgeable on marriage, and communication, and this 
way conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) No, it’s just… 
[Susa’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
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297) BEN: Oh, yes, Susan, the thing is, darling, that marriage has its ups, and downs, you 
know, and there are gonna be times in ever marriage when we don’t talk as much. What 
we don’t need, is your female instinctive panic about it. (mocking face) OK? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s facial expression indicates that he does not sincerely want to know 
whether Susan agrees with him, but rather implies that he is right, and that she needs to agree 
with him. He also implies that Susan’s need to talk stems from her instinctive panic. He delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance indicates that she feels offended.] 
SUSAN: It’s not about talking, Ben. It’s been four weeks since we made love. 
298) BEN: (furious face) What?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder whether Susan is right, or not. Instead, he 
implies that she is wrong, and conveys criticism. This is evident from his mimicry. Target is 
personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) Shh. Everyone’s asleep. 
[Susan’s mimicry reveals her offence.]  
299) SUSAN: (slightly mocking face) Do you think you could curb your instinctive male 
panic?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry indicates that she does not sincerely wonder whether Ben 
can control his panic, but implies that he, as is clear from his reaction, cannot do that. She, thus, 
implies that it is he who should control his panicking, not her (as a reply to his prior mocking 
of her panicking). She delivers mockery. Target is personal.]  
BEN: (upset face) It has not been that long! 
[Ben’s upset face suggests that he feels offended.] 
300) SUSAN: Yes, stud, it has! 
[Sarcasm. Since Susan has suggested that she, and Ben have not been intimate for a 
considerable amount of time, she does not sincerely believe that Ben is a stud. Thus, she implies 
that he the complete opposite of a stud, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
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BEN: (angry face) No, it has not! Hey! Aha! There was that time when… Er… no, that 
was a dream… and, er… and it wasn’t you, but never mind, the thing is… 
[Ben’s mimicry reveals his offence.] 
SUSAN: Clearly, we’ve lost some of the spice in our marriage. We’re not as intimate as we 
used to be, and when we are, it’s become… predictable. 
301) BEN: (enraged face) How dare you? Listen, you, hey, hey! I bring things into bed with 
us. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s facial expression indicates that he does not genuinely ask Susan how 
she has dared to say that, but implies that she should not have dared to say it, and delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.]  
SUSAN: (upset face) The TV remote doesn’t count. There’s an article in here that 
suggests that in order to spice up our love life, we should abstain from sex for a certain 
amount of time.  
[Susan’s mimicry reveals her offence.] 
BEN: Well, how about five minutes, just so I can brush my teeth, and have a gargle, OK? 
SUSAN: The article suggests three weeks.  
302) BEN: (incredulous face) Three weeks? Well, we’ve done four. We’re a week ahead. 
Brace yourself. 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he does not sincerely believe that they could wait 
another three weeks. The same is evident from the rest of his utterance. Instead, he implies that 
the do not have to wait any longer, since they have already abstained from being intimate for 
an even longer period of time than suggested by the article.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) No, no, no, no, three weeks starting now. No intimacy, no 
kissing, and no touching. Total abstinence. Trust me. In three weeks’ time, we’ll both 
be ready.  
[Susan’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
BEN: But I’m ready now! 
303) SUSAN: (smiles sarcastically) Ah, you see? It’s working already. You want what you 
can’t have.  
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[Sarcasm. Susan’s sarcasm covers the sarcastic RQ, and her own sarcastic reply to it. Her 
sarcasm is signalled by her sarcastic laughter. As for her sarcastic RQ, she does not genuinely 
wonder whether Ben sees that the abstinence period has already begun to work, since she has 
just suggested that they abstain from sexual activities for another three weeks, and it could, 
thus, not have generated any effects on their relationship yet. Thus, she implies that Ben should 
also see that the abstinence has still not changed their relationship, and conveys criticism. 
Additionally, the sarcastic nature of her question is further cued by her second sentence. Susan 
does not, as already explained, believe that their not being intimate has already begun to work. 
She merely pretends to suggest this to delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness indicates his offence.] 
BEN: Yes, well, I can have it. You’re right there. 
SUSAN: Ah–ah–ah! 
BEN: Come here. 
SUSAN: See you in three weeks.  
BEN: All right, fine. OK, I can go along with your little experiment. Just stop reading stupid 
magazines.  
(In the kitchen.) 
MICHAEL: Mum? 
SUSAN: Mm? 
MICHAEL: I’m not sure whether I want to know the answer to this. What was that awful cing 
coming from your bedroom last night? 
SUSAN: It was your father. And it wasn’t what you think.  
(BEN storms into the kitchen, and hits MICHAEL’s head with a newspaper.) 
304) BEN: (angry face, very upset voice) What? Not allowed to touch him, either?  
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm here covers the entire utterance, which consists of two sarcastic 
RQs. He does not sincerely wonder what he has done (he knows that he has just hit Michael), 
but implies that he has not done anything wrong, and delivers criticism. By uttering the second 
274 
 
sarcastic RQ, Ben des not genuinely wonder whether he can touch Michael, or not. Instead, he 
implies that he can, and conveys criticism. Additional cues for his questions being sarcastic 
RQs are Ben’s mimicry, and prosody. Target is personal.]  
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness reveals her offence.] 
MICHAEL: Here’s my tuition fees. Pay it, and I keep quiet about the abuse. This was on the 
table. It’s a note from Abi. You can tell by the way your names are spelt out in little hearts; with 
those little hearts made out of even tinier little hearts.  
SUSAN: Oh. 
305) BEN: (upset face) Something funny? What are you looking at? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s utterance comprises two sarcastic RQs. He does not sincerely wonder 
whether there is anything funny, or what Michael is looking at. Ben’s mimicry suggests that he 
implies that there is nothing funny, and that there are no legitimate reasons why Michael should 
be looking at him. This way, he delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
MICHAEL: (disappointed face) Just wondering what it would be like to be raised in a 
normal family. 
[Michael’s disappointed face discloses his offence.] 
SUSAN: We are a normal family, Michael.  
(ROGER rushes in to the kitchen.) 
ROGER: Help me! My life is over! Ben, Susan, Abi didn’t come home last night! My world is 
crushing down around me!  
SUSAN: Technically, he’s not family. 
ROGER: Something’s happened. My baby! 
SUSAN: Roger, relax. I’m sure there’s a perfectly normal explanation. 
MICHAEL: It’s Abi. 
SUSAN: Or not. 
ROGER: She just left a little note on the little chalkboard the little pig holds by the oven.  
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306) BEN: (pretendedly surprised face, smiles sarcastically) Oh! (pretendedly excited 
voice, smiles sarcastically) What? 
[Sarcasm. Ben’s entire utterance is sarcastic, which is evident form his mimicry, and prosody. 
Ben does not genuinely display positive emotions at Roger’s news, but rather negative ones. 
His “Oh!” is, thus, sarcastic. This means that Ben only pretends to be surprised at Roger’s news. 
In reality, as is clear from his non-verbal behaviour, Ben does not know what Roger is talking 
about. This way, he conveys criticism. The second part of Ben’s sarcasm is concretised through 
a sarcastic RQ. His mimicry, and prosody suggest that he does not genuinely seek Roger’s 
clarification of what the latter has said, but rather implies that he is not interested in it, and 
delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
ROGER: (serious face) We have this little whimsical ceramic pig in a baker’s hat that 
holds the chalkboard. He’s quite ruddy, and pink, and has a little… 
[Roger’s mimicry discloses his offence.] 
SUSAN: Roger! 
ROGER: Rakish moustache. If you want, I could go, and bring him… 
SUSAN: Roger! 
ROGER: Anyway, all she wrote was, “Love you. Goodbye”.  
SUSAN: Roger, get a hold of yourself. You’re not gonna help the situation with panic. I’m sure 
she’s… fine. She’s probably… stuck somewhere. She’ll be back today sometime, I’m sure. 
Roger, just go to work, and try not to worry. We’re going to get to the bottom of this.  
ROGER: Oh, please, Ben. I need your help. I’m going crazy.  
BEN: I’m not allowed to touch anyone.  
ROGER: I can smell her bath products. I swear, I can smell her. Abi? She’s here! (leaves) 
SUSAN: D’you mind telling me what the hell is going on? 
BEN: Er… I think you’d better sit down for this one. 
SUSAN: Right, I’ll sit down.  
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BEN: (reads the letter) Dear Ben, and Susan, I’ve been doing a lot of soul-searching lately, and 
it’s come to my attention that I’ve been called by the… Lord to do His work. Ye, the Lord. The 
big guy.  
SUSAN: Oh, my God. 
307) BEN: Yeah, that’s… that’s the one she’s referring to. (continues reading the letter) I 
know this is gonna be very hard for some of you to understand, but I’ve been called to 
a… a greater good, and I’m leaving my life behind, and I’ve decided to become a nun.  
[Sarcasm. Ben merely pretends that Susan mentioned God in order to identify the “Lord” Abi 
is talking about in her letter. Ben knows that Susan does not say, “Oh, my God” with the 
intention of identifying the entity referred to by Abi, but because she wants to express her shock 
for the unexpected news. This way, Ben delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks shocked.) 
[Susan’s mimicry suggests that she feels offended, not amused.] 
308) SUSAN: (shocked to mocking face) What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan’s mimicry reveals that she does not genuinely ask Ben for clarification 
of whether she has heard him correctly, or not. Instead, she implies that she has, and is shocked 
by the unexpected news. Hence, she delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
BEN: (serious face) A nun. 
[Ben’s seriousness reveals his offence.] 
309) SUSAN: (upset face) Why wouldn’t she tell Roger? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Susan does not sincerely believe Ben knows why Abi did not tell Roger that 
she was leaving him to become a nun. This is clear from her mimicry as well. Susan thus implies 
that none of them knows the reason, since there is no justifiable cause of Abi not telling Roger 
about leaving him. She conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (BEN looks serious.) 
[Ben’s seriousness signals his offence.] 
BEN: (continues reading the letter) I bet you’re asking why wouldn’t I tell Roger. Well, I 
couldn’t find the words to tell him, so would you mind telling him for me? 
SUSAN: You’ve got to be kidding.  
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MICHAEL: Poor Roger. 
310) BEN: Oh, poor Roger. Can I be the one to tell him? Roger! 
[Sarcasm. There is mismatch between Ben’s wish to tell Roger the bad news that will hurt him, 
and expressing his compassion for the latter. This results in sarcasm, meaning that Ben merely 
fakes his compassion for Roger. It is, thus, his first sentence that is sarcastic. Ben delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) Ben. 
[Susan’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
BEN: What? Sorry. 
SUSAN: He’s going to be heartbroken.  
BEN: Mm-hm.  
SUSAN: I’m afraid this might push him over the edge.  
311) BEN: (worried face) Oh, I bet you’re right. Er… Roger! 
[Sarcasm. There is a clash between Ben’s worriedness, signalled by his mimicry, and his 
agreement with Susan, and his want to tell Roger the bad news. The latter is evident from Ben’s 
calling Roger. The clash results in sarcasm; meaning that Ben merely pretends to be worried 
about Roger’s well-being. He delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (upset face) Ben, stop it. This has to be handled very delicately. You shouldn’t 
be the one to give him the news.  
[Susan’s facial expression suggests that she feels offended.] 
312) BEN: (dissatisfied face) Why? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely ask Susan for a reason why he should not tell Roger 
the bad news. His mimicry indicates that he implies that Susan has got no such reason, and 
delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) For one thing, you’ll smile while you’re doing it.  
[Susan’s annoyance indicates her offence.] 
BEN: I won’t. I won’t smile, I promise. 
SUSAN: You’re smiling now.  
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BEN: I’m not. This is not… this is not smiling.   
SUSAN: Promise me you won’t say anything to him till I can figure out the best way to handle 
this.  
BEN: All right, OK. Fine. You’ve taken one treat away from me. You might as well take this 
one too.  
(In the living room. Doorbell. JANEY opens the door.) 
JANEY: Ron? 
RON: Hi! 
JANEY: What are you doing here? 
RON: Well, I just wanted to apologise for last night. I really didn’t want to leave, but… (gives 
JANEY flowers) 
JANEY: Thank you. Erm, no worries. Do I… get to see you tonight?  
RON: Er… yeah, yeah, er… I… I want to, but let’s just see how today goes, if that’s OK. 
JANEY: I really would like to hear from you. It would be nice to spend an entire evening with 
you. 
RON: Er… I’ll call you later, OK? Bye. 
JANEY: Bye.  
JANEY, AND MICHAEL: Married.  
313) JANEY: (upset face) Why do I do this?  
[Self-sarcasm: a sarcastic RQ. Janey’s self-sarcasm is conveyed though a sarcastic rhetorical 
question. She does not genuinely ask herself about the reasons why she ends up meeting married 
men. Instead, she implies that she just commonly finds herself in a situation like this, and 
delivers negative assessment of herself, because of it (target is, thus, personal). Her self-
criticism is evident both from the context (she believes that her new boyfriend is already 
married, which is something that has already happened to her several times before), as well as 
from her facial expression.] 
 (MICHAEL smiles slightly.) 
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[Michael’s slight smile signals his amusement, not offence.] 
JANEY: I’m not going down this road. 
MICHAEL: Again. 
JANEY: I wonder who she is.  
314) MICHAEL: Well, I hope she’s as creative as the last one. (deadpan face) It’s fun to 
see word “bitch” burning on the front lawn.  
[Sarcasm. Michael’s mimicry discloses that he does not believe it is amusing to see the 
expression “bitch” burning on the front lawn. He merely pretends to believe it, and this way 
delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (JANEY looks serious.) 
[Jayne’s seriousness reveals her offence.] 
JANEY: Hey, listen. Is there any way you can look up this guy, and find out what his deal is? 
315) MICHAEL: Oh, come on, Janey, you’ve got a different guy every week. What does it 
matter? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Since Michael says that Jayne has a different boyfriend every week, he does 
not sincerely wonder whether there are justifiable reasons why she would want to know what 
Ron is doing. Instead, Michael implies that there are no legitimate reasons for that, and conveys 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (JAYNE looks serious.) 
[Jayne’s facial expression indicates that she feels offended.] 
JANEY: Hey, no, Michael. This is different, OK? I’m really close to him. We have a genuine 
connection.  
MICHAEL: Fine. Give me his name, and I’ll see what I can dig up.  
JANE: Ron.  
MICHAEL: Ron what? 
(In the restaurant.) 
316) BEN: I don’t get this. (laughs sarcastically) You are going to tell Roger here? 
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[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder whether Susan will tell Roger the bad news in 
a restaurant. His sarcastic laughter implies that Ben knows that Susan will tell Roger. This is 
further signalled by his preceding claim that he does not understand Susan’s choice of place 
where she plans to tell Roger that Abi left him. Ben thus delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (serious face) I know Roger. He’s less likely to react if he’s around strangers. 
[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
BEN: No, no, no, I know Roger, and he’ll go nuts.  
SUSAN: Have a little faith, Ben. The worst we’ll see is a little crying. 
BEN: Ha, 50 quid says you’re wrong.  
SUSAN: Done.  
BEN: Shake on it. 
SUSAN: Ah–ah–ah! You’re very good. You almost had me. No touching. 
BEN: Oh. Damn. You look so good tonight.  
SUSAN: Stop it. 
BEN: You smell good, too. 
SUSAN: You’re like a dog.  
BEN: No “like” about it. 
SUSAN: You need a cold shower.  
317) BEN: He, can we have one together? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben pretends to take Susan’s suggestion literally. She only wanted to imply 
that he needs to calm down, and restrain his sexual desires. Ben knows what she meant; 
nevertheless, he pretends to presume that her implication was that he should, literally, take a 
cold shower. Ben’s sarcasm thus lies in his pretended presupposition, and consequently, 
inference, of Susan’s implicature; enabling him to convey mockery. Target is personal.] 
SUSAN: (annoyed face) Never mind.  




ROGER: Is Abi here? Is this a surprise party? 
BEN: Um… you could say that.  
SUSAN: No, Roger. 
ROGER: Then what’s going on? It is Abi, isn’t it? She’s left me for another man.  
BEN: In… In a manner of speaking, yes.  
ROGER: If I find out who it is, I will smash his face in.  
318) BEN: (laughs sarcastically, incredulous face) Well, good luck with that.  
[Sarcasm. Ben knows that Roger cannot smash the man’s face, as the man in this case is God. 
Therefore, his “good luck” wish to Roger is not a genuine one, which is additionally cued by 
his mimicry. He delivers mockery. Target is personal.] 
ROGER: (worried face) Susan, do you know something?  
[Roger’s facial expression reveals his offence.] 
SUSAN: Actually, we do… Um… How do I say this? 
BEN: Roger, has Abi ever seen The Sound of Music? Or any Ingrid Bergman movies? 
SUSAN: Ben. 
319) ROGER: (worried to slightly upset face) Would someone, please, tell me what’s going 
on?  
[A sarcastic RQ. Roger’s mimicry suggests that he does not genuinely wonder whether they 
will tell him what is going on. He implies that they should tell him, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
 (BEN, and SUSAN look serious.) 
[Ben’s, and Susan’s mimicry signals their offence.] 
SUSAN: Roger, did Abi ever mention anything about being religious?  
ROGER: Well, she has a strong faith.  
SUSAN: But when I say religious, I mean… really… really… really religious.  
ROGER: Well, she has been going to this church up the road, sometimes twice a day. 
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SUSAN: Well, that may have something to do with this whole thing. It seems that Abi… has 
been re-evaluating her life lately, and, well, the church may have something to do with it.  
ROGER: Oh, my God. I should have seen this coming. She’s dating a priest! 
SUSAN: No, Roger.  
BEN: But you’re getting warmer.  
ROGER: Please, Susan… 
SUSAN: She’s gone to… 
ROGER: The zoo? 
SUSAN: No. 
ROGER: Wales? 
SUSAN: No, she’s left you to become… 
ROGER: A zookeeper? 
SUSAN: I said no to the zoo! She’s left you to become a nun.  
ROGER: A nun? 
BEN: A nun. Yes. Rog, she, um… has gone into a convent, it seems, and um… she’s not coming 
back. Roger… No more cheesecake! Aaah! Ohhh!  
(In the living room.) 
MICHAEL: Hey, I have some new information about the boyfriend.  
JANEY: Oh, Michael, you’re a genius.  
320) ALFIE: (unamazed face) He’s got the time, trust me. 
[Sarcasm. Alfie’s mimicry reveals that, whilst genuinely believing that Michael has got the time 
to look for information about Jayne’s new boyfriend (he knows Michael well enough), he holds 
a dissociative stance towards Michael’s activity, since he does not believe that Michael should 
be looking up information about Jayne’s new boyfriend on the internet. Namely, Alfie delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
[Jayne’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
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MICHAEL: Turns out you Ron does in fact have another woman in his life. Her name’s 
Elizabeth.  
JANEY: What a pig. How long have they been together?  
MICHAEL: Together for, erm… let’s see. Your Ron’s 29, so, doing the maths, 29 years. 
JANEY: What does that mean? 
MICHAEL: It’s his mother.  
ALFIE: That would explain his suspicious behaviour.  
JANEY: That’s great. He’ not married, just close to his mother. In this day, and age it’s not that 
big a deal. There are plenty of men who live with their mothers until later in life, and they turn 
out completely normal.  
(Enter BEN, SUSAN, and ROGER. ROGER’s wailing.) 
ROGER: (wailing) Where’s my Mummy? I want my Mummy.  
BEN: Just calm down. 
SUSAN: They sedated him at the police station. 
321) MICHAEL: (annoyed face) So, he took the news well.  
[Sarcasm. Michael does not really believe that Roger took the news well. This is evident both 
from his mimicry, as well as from the fact that Roger has been sedated due to a nervous 
breakdown. Michael delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness reveals her offence.] 
SUSAN: Lay down. 
BEN: Down you come, Rog. That’s a good lad.  
SUSAN: There we go. I’m glad everyone’s here. Roger needs our help right now. We’re going 
to have to watch him day, and night for the next few days. Look at him. He’s a wreck.  
322) BEN: (sneering face) Wreck? He’s pathetic.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely want to confirm whether he has heard Susan correctly, 
but implies that her evaluation of Roger’s state of being is inadequate, and delivers criticism. 
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This is evident from his mimicry, and from his claim that Roger looks pathetic. Target is 
personal.] 
[Susan’s reaction is not visible in the video.] 
JANEY: This has got to be the lowest he’s ever been.  
MICHAEL: If he was a dog, you’d shoot him.  
ROGER: I can still kind of hear you.  
SUSAN: So, who’s taking the first shift? 
323) BEN: (upset face) What? Shift? 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s utterance consists of two sarcastic RQs; which is signalled by his mimicry. 
He does not genuinely wonder what Susan has said, or whether they would take turns watching 
over Roger. Instead, he implies that he knows what she has said. This is additionally cued by 
his second sarcastic RQ, with which Ben implies that they would not take turns watching over 
Roger. Ben, naturally, conveys criticism with his two sarcastic RQs. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness discloses her offence.] 
(No one volunteers.) 
324) BEN: Well, let’s not all answer at once.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s utterance presumes that everyone in the living room has volunteered to watch 
over Roger. The fact that there are no volunteers to watch over him clashes with Ben’s 
presumption; making it pretended, i.e. sarcastic. This way, Ben delivers criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
 (SUSAN, MICHAEL, and JAYNE look serious.) 
[Susan’s, Michael’s, and Jayne’s facial expressions suggest that they feel offended.] 
JANEY: I’ll do it. You know, maybe in the past I have put my family second over my needs… 
MICHAEL: (answer the phone) Hello? 
JANEY: But, as I get older, I realise there are some times in life when you’ve got just step up.  
MICHAEL: It’s your boyfriend. 
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JANEY: You guys have this covered, right? (leaves) 
MICHAEL: Fine, I’ll do it. If I ever got this low, I’d want someone to watch me.  
325) BEN: (mocking face) Ah, hello? You have, and we have.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely greet Michael, which is also signalled by his mocking 
face, and the broader context of them already talking in the room prior to this turn. He, thus, 
only pretends to greet Michael in order to draw attention to, and consequently, imply that 
Michael has apparently forgotten that he has already needed a similar type of help from his 
parents in the past; which is also pointed out by Ben as a follow-up to the sarcastic RQ. This 
way, Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (MICHAEL looks slightly perplexed.) 
[Michael’s mimicry reveals his offence.] 
SUSAN: A few years back you got a B in algebra. You were pretty close to the end.  
MICHAEL: Oh, God. I blocked that out.  
(JANEY returns.) 
326) JANEY: Yes, I know we’re doing this whole (mocking face, and voice; imitates 
ROGER’s gestures when he entered the house earlier) “Roger wallowing in despair” 
(regular face) thing, but I can’t do tonight. Just told Ron I knew about him living with 
his Mum, and it’s all sorted.  
[Sarcasm. Jayne’s “Roger wallowing in despair” is sarcastic, which is evident form her mocking 
mimicry, gestures, and prosody. Thus, she imitates Roger’s non-verbal behaviour with a 
dissociative stance, to convey ridicule. This is an instance of the echoic account of sarcasm. 
Target is personal.]  
 (SUSAN, and MICHAEL look annoyed.) 
[Susan’s, and Michael’s annoyance signals their offence.] 
327) ROGER: Oh, you are so selfish! Everything’s always got to be about Janey. (high-
pitched voice, as if to imitate JANEY; mocking face, and gestures that pretend to imitate 
her) Oh, my name’s Janey, and I’ve got a new boyfriend. (regular voice) Yeah, like 
anybody here gives a flying… 
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[Sarcasm. Roger’s mocking prosody, mimicry, and gestures indicate that his third sentence is 
sarcastic. He echoes Jayne’s behaviour (encompassing all three types of non-verbal behaviour 
discussed in this thesis) with a disaffiliative attitude, and this way delivers criticism. Roger’s 
sarcastic echo consists of exaggerating prosodic, facial, and gestural properties of Jayne’s 
original behaviour. He does not echo her verbal behaviour, but rather her non-verbal one. Target 
is personal.] 
BEN: (covers ROGER’s mouth.) (to JANEY) It’s all right, darling, it’s the medication 
talking.  
[Since Ben explains to Janey that Roger has said this as a result of having been sedated, it means 
that the he tries to calm her down, suggesting that she feels angry about Roger’s sarcastic 
remark. Her anger reveals her offence.] 
SUSAN: But he’s got a point. 
(In the bedroom.) 
SUSAN: Ben. Ben.  
BEN: Ah, hm.  
SUSAN: I need to talk. Ben, this is important. Wake up. It’s about the article. The agreement 
we made. I want to break it. 
BEN: OK.  
SUSAN: It’s a silly agreement anyway.  
BEN: That’s what I’ve been saying. I’ve been sing that. Come on, come on. What… what time 
is it? 
SUSAN: Five in the morning.  
BEN: Five…? That’s my favourite time. Come on. Let’s go. 
SUSAN: Wait, wait, wait, wait! Are we being weak? 
BEN: No. Well, I’m weak all the time. It’s no big deal. Come on. 
SUSAN: We were doing so well.  
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328) BEN: Yes, well, what are they gonna do? What are they gonna do? (incredulous face) 
Throw us into sex jail? Sex… sex jail. 
[Sarcastic RQ. Ben’s sarcasm in this utterance extends over three sarcastic RQs. He does not 
sincerely wonder what will they do to them, and implies that they cannot do anything to the two 
of them for not following the article’s suggestion. To further support signal the sarcastic nature 
of the first two questions, Ben provides the third sarcastic RQ, pretending to suggest that they 
could end up in a sex jail. His pretence is signalled by his mimicry. This implicates that Ben 
does not genuinely wonder whether they could end up in a sex jail, but rather implies that they 
cannot be thrown into it. The three sarcastic RQs allow his to deliver criticism. Target is 
personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness implies discloses her offence.] 
SUSAN: And you don’t think we’d be failing?  
BEN: No, no, we’d be winning, we’d be winning. We’d be champions of our own destiny, 
masters of our own fate. 
SUSAN: No, now you’re trying too hard. Get those pyjamas off.  
BEN: Way ahead of you.  
SUSAN: How did you do that? 
BEN: Oh, I may be weak, but I’m very quick.  
(ROGER rushes into the bedroom.) 
ROGER: Ben? 
SUSAN: Roger! 
329) BEN: (upset face) Roger! Who’s on Roger watch? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not genuinely wonder who should be watching over Roger, but 
implies that there should be someone there with him, and conveys criticism. This is additionally 
signalled by his facial expression. Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER looks sad.) 




ROGER: Sorry to bother you, but I need your help. I have to go, and see Abi, and I’m in no 
state to drive.  
SUSAN: We can’t do anything right now.  
330) BEN: Yes, we can, if he’d just go… Go away, Roger, shoo, shoo, go on.  
[Sarcasm. The first part of Ben’s utterance is sarcastic. Susan wanted to imply that they cannot 
do anything to help Roger to visit Abi; whereas, Ben, aware of Susan’s actual implication, 
pretends to presume that she wanted to suggest that she, and Ben cannot do anything about 
being intimate this night. This way, Ben delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks annoyed.) 
[Susan’s annoyance signals her offence.] 
ROGER: Please, I have to see her.  
SUSAN: The convent is hours away.  
ROGER: Please, I’m begging you.  
BEN: Oh, God, Roger… Oh, this is really a nightmare.  
ROGER: Abi is the love of my life, and I know that if I’m just able o talk to her, she’ll come to 
her senses. Please, Ben? 
BEN: Oh, God… 
ROGER: Go with me. 
BEN: Go on, go on, wait in the car. Give me a few minutes, OK? 
(At the convent.) 
BEN: Hi. 
331) SISTER ANN: (upset to annoyed face) Can I ask what you’re doing here? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Sister Ann’s mimicry suggests that she does not sincerely wonder whether she 
can ask them what they are doing at the convent, but implies that they have no business there, 
and should leave. Thus, she delivers criticism target is personal.] 
 (BEN, and ROGER looks serious.) 
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[Ben’s, and Roger’s seriousness reveals their offence.] 
BEN: We… 
ROGER: I’m here to see my wife. 
BEN: Yeah, and I bet you don’t hear that too often. Or, or maybe you do. Yeah. 
ROGER: Her name is Abi Bailey… 
BEN: Shh, Roger… 
ROGER: And I demand to see her! 
BEN: Shh, shh. 
SISTER ANN: I’m afraid that’s not possible. She’s asked for some time to be in seclusion to 
pray about the direction her life is taking.  
332) ROGER: Hm, well, (sneering face) sister… (regular face) that’s not going to cut it. 
I’m not going anywhere! 
[Sarcasm. Roger’s sneer, and an exaggerated stress on “sister”, suggest that he addresses the 
nun in a sarcastic way. Based on his reaction, Roger, before making the decision to visit the 
convent, must have expected that the nuns in it would be merciful, and allow him to see Abi, 
and to talk to her. Since Sister Ann refuses to allow him to see his wife, he employs a mocking 
“sister” to address her to imply that she has not met his expectations. This way, he delivers 
criticism. Target is personal.]  
 (SISTER ANN looks serious.) 
[Sister Ann’s seriousness reveals her offence.] 
BEN: And I’m… I’m his friend, and I’m gonna stay by his side. 
SISTER ANN: I’m going to call the police. 
BEN: We’re off. (to ROGER) Come on, let’s go, Roger.  
SISTER ANN: The door is over there. 
BEN: The door… is over there. Come on, let’s go. 
ROGER: OK.  
BEN: Sorry to bother you. Sorry. Ha, so long. 
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SISTER ANN: Farewell. 
333) BEN: (smiles sarcastically) Auf Wiedersehen.  
[Sarcasm. Ben’s sarcastic smile suggests that he is being sarcastic while saying “Auf 
Wiedersehen” to Sister Ann. He employs a German phrase to say goodbye to imply that the 
nun’s merciless behaviour resembles the one that was typical of Nazi Germany. Ben, hence, 
conveys criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SISTER ANN looks serious.) 
[Sister Ann’s reaction signals her offence.] 
ROGER: Goodbye.  
(SISTER ANN leaves.) 
BEN: Roger. 
ROGER: I wanted to see Abi. Please, help me. I need your genius right now. 
BEN: Roger. There’s no… what… Genius?  
ROGER: Yes. Genius. You always know the solution in these situations.  
BEN: Genius. 
ROGER: You, and your brilliance are all I have left. Now, please! 
BEN: Roger, this is not something I can just turn on, you know. Yeah, it’s not easy, you know. 
You don’t just click your fingers, and it happens. You… you know, you need a flash of, you 
know… 
ROGER: Genius.  
BEN: Genius, yeah. 
ROGER: Make it happen now, Ben. You can do it. 
BEN: OK. OK. I may have one idea.  
ROGER: Oh, I love you. 
BEN: OK.  
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(Some time later. Enter BEN, ROGER. BEN is dressed up as a male priest, and ROGER as a 
nun.) 
BEN: All right? 
ROGER: Which one’s Abi? 
BEN: I don’t know, Roger. They all look alike from the back. 
ROGER: I’ve got to see her, Ben. 
BEN: Yes.  
ROGER: Maybe they’ve got her locked up in some place. 
BEN: I’m not sure that’s how things work in a convent.  
ROGER: Ben, that’s her. 
BEN: Shh.  
ROGER: Wh… 
BEN: Look, wait, we have to get her on her own. 
ROGER: Right.  
BEN: All we have to do, is what until they’ve finished praying. 
ROGER: Right. 
BEN: Right, right.  
(At home. JANEY opens the door.) 
JANEY: Hi. 
RON: Hey.  
JANEY: Come on in.  
JANEY, AND RON: Mwah! 
JANEY: This is my brother Michael. And this is just some Welsh bloke who lives here. I’ll fix 
us some drinks, OK? 
RON: Yeah. (to MICHAEL, and ALFIE) Hey. 
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MICHAEL, AND ALFIE: Hey.  
ALFIE: So, you still live with your mother? 
RON: Yeah, for now, to save money.  
ALFIE: No explanation needed. Michael here still lives with mother, and I’m not even sure it’s 
for financial reasons. He’s just very attached. 
334) MICHAEL: (annoyed face) Alfie, can I have a word with you in the kitchen? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael does not sincerely wonder whether he, and Alfie can talk in the 
kitchen. Instead, he implies that they need to talk, and delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: Uh–ho. 
[Alfie’s reaction signals his offence.] 
(In the kitchen.) 
ALFIE: Listen, I’m sorry, OK? I panicked; I ran out of small talk. I don’t think you’re too 
attached to your mother.  
SUSAN: I have to go out for a while. Be good. Mm! Little choochie-face. (leaves) 
(ALFIE looks slightly shocked, and annoyed.) 
335) MICHAEL: (slightly upset face) What? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Michael’s facial expression reveals that he does not genuinely wonder what 
Alfie’s mimicry suggests, but implies that his reaction is not justified, and delivers criticism. 
Target is personal.] 
ALFIE: (serious face) I’m not saying a word.  
[Alfie’s seriousness discloses his offence.] 
(At the convent.) 
ROGER: Abi! Abi! 
ABI: Roger! Ben! What are you doing here? 
ROGER: I had to see you.  
BEN: Uh–ho.  
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ROGER: Abi, what is going on? 
ABI: I’m sorry I had to leave the way I did, Rog, but I had a vision.  
ROGER: You’ve had a vision before, remember? The leprechaun dancing on the mantlepiece.  
ABI: Yeah, but this is different. This is something that I’ve always felt. It’s been in my soul, 
since I was a little girl. Rog, this can’t have been a shock to you. I’ve been talking about it for 
years. Did you not hear me? 
ROGER: I suppose. 
ABI: I’ve been called on by the Lord God Almighty to a higher calling. I want to give my life, 
my very soul, to the service of humanity. I want to read to the blind. I want to feed the hungry 
I want to help the poor, and I want to tend to the sick children.  
ROGER: You selfish cow.  
(In the living room.) 
RON: I’m really glad we had that talk. I feel so much closer. 
JANEY: Mm, me too. And I happen to think it’s a good thing you, and your mother are close.  
RON: You’ve no idea how good that makes e feel. (phone rings) Oh. Huh, Mum. She’s out of 
town a few nights. She’s probably just checking in. Well, not tonight, Mum. (beeps off) I’m on 
a date.  
JANEY: Yes, you are. 
RON: You know, I have to say, I really am very attracted to you, Janey.  
JANEY: And I’m attracted to you. And why don’t we get more… comfortable? 
RON: I think that’s a great idea. Wow. This feels good. 
JANEY: Yeah.  
RON: You know, maybe we don’t have to even go out. Maybe we could just stay in. Would 
you make me a toasted cheese sandwich?  They’re my favourite. And… and would you cut the 
crusts off? And… and I like them cut in triangles. 




RON: Er… sure. 
JANEY: Yeah? Anything but this. 
(In the confessional of the convent.) 
YOUNG NUN: Father? 
BEN: Er… 
YOUNG NUN: May I make my confession? 
BEN: Er… No, no, I, er… Yeah, sure, sure, fire away.  
(In the convent’s hall.) 
ROGER: You’re married, Abi. You can’t just leave. You made a commitment to me.  
ABI: That is true.  
ROGER: This… this is just a phase. And these outfits, they’re very uncomfortable. Abi. Let’s 
go home.  
ABI: You’ve gone, and confused me now.  
ROGER: Please. Let’s go.  
(In the confessional of the convent.) 
YOUNG NUN: And, and yesterday, Father… 
BEN: No, please, please, stop, just stop. No more. I can’t take this anymore. Just, erm, just go 
in peace, my child. 
YOUNG NUN: And what’s my penance, Father? 
BEN: Climb every mountain. And have a nice day.  
YOUNG NUN: Have a nice day, that’s it? 
BEN: Yeah, and three Bloody Marys for our sins.  
YOUNG NUN: You mean Hail Marys. 




RON: Oh! The pub, good idea. 
JANEY: Oh. 
RON: Coming back to my place, good idea. 
JANEY: Mm. Mummy’s out of town, good idea.  
RON: Listen, I just want to freshen up a bit, OK? I’ll be right back. 
JANEY: OK.  
(RON leaves.)  
JANEY: Yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, yes! (turns on the lights) Hell, no.  
RON: I know, quite a small, huh? 
JANEY: This isn’t going to work.  
RON: Well, we can go downstairs.  
JANEY: No, I mean us. Can’t do it. I have to go.  
(Enters RON, shirtless.) 
JANEY: Or, we could just switch off the light.  
(At the convent.) 
ROGER: Oh, come on. We can talk about this at home. Please. This is really starting to ride up. 
(Comes SUSAN.) 
ABI: Susan.  
SUSAN: Abi. Have you seen Roger? Roger. 
ROGER: Susan.  
SUSAN: Have you joined too?  
ROGER: No, no, we had to sneak in, because… Hide, hide, hide, hide! Er… Habde annuis 
avami. 
(SUSAN enters the confessional.) 
BEN: Have you anything to confess, my child? 
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SUSAN: I wouldn’t know where to start.  
BEN: Oh, really? 
SUSAN: Ben! 
BEN: Susan.  
ROGER: Let’s go out of here. Abi’s coming with us.  
SUSAN: Abi, is this true? 
ABI: Well, Roger… 
ROGER: Yes, yes, yes, yes, she’s sure. This was all just one big mix-up.  
336) BEN: (annoyed face) Can we get the heck… heck out of here? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Ben does not sincerely wonder whether they can go, but rather implies that 
they should go, and delivers criticism; which is evident both from his mimicry, as well as the 
expression “heck”. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
[Susan’s seriousness signals her offence.] 
SUSAN: Abi, why did you leave in the first place?  
ABI: I wanted to… 
ROGER: Heal the world, save humanity, blah, blah, blah. 
SUSAN: Abi, do you want to come home with us; or would you rather stay here? 
ABI: Well, I… 
SUSAN: Because it does seem like you made this decision rather quickly.  
337) ABI: Quickly? I’ve been talking about it for ages. I told you, and Ben all about it.  
[A sarcastic RQ. Abi does not genuinely ask for Susan’s confirmation of whether she has 
understood her correctly. Instead, she implies that she has, and that her decision was not made 
in a rush. This is further signalled her explanation, which follows the sarcastic RQ. This way, 
Abi delivers criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (SUSAN looks serious.) 
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[Susan’s seriousness displays her offence.] 
338) ABI: (annoyed face) Oh, doesn’t anybody listen to me? 
[A sarcastic RQ. Abi’s mimicry reveals that she does not genuinely wonder whether anyone 
listens to her, or not. She implies that no one listens wo what she has to say, and conveys 
criticism. Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER, BEN, and SUSAN look serious.) 
[Their facial expressions disclose their offence.] 
BEN: Well, look, look, are you coming, or staying? Because… you know, I got a car on a meter 
out there. 
SUSAN: Ben. Abi.  
ABI: I’m sorry, Roger. My life is here. 
ROGER: No. No, it’s not. Your… your life is with me.  
SUSAN: Roger, I know this is difficult, but the simple hard truth is that if you love her, I mean, 
really love her, in a completely unselfish way, you’re going to have to let her go. 
ABI: Roger, love me enough to let me be me.  
ROGER: Abi. 
ABI: Bye, Susan. Bye, Ben. (to ROGER) Love you.  
ROGER: There goes my angel.  
(ABI hits her head in a pillar.) 
339) BEN: And still Abi. Come on, come on, Sister. Let’s get you, erm, let’s get you home.  
[Sarcasm. Ben knows that Roger is not an actual nun, but just dressed up as if he was. This 
means that he only pretends that Roger is a nun, and, in accordance with this, addresses him as 
“Sister”. Ben conveys mockery. Target is personal.] 
 (ROGER looks sad.) 
[Roger’s mimicry suggest that he feels offended.] 
ROGER: If you don’t mind, I’d, er… I’d just like a moment’s peace.  
SUSAN: I do feel bad for him.  
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BEN: Mm-hm, oh, yeah, me too, me too. And guess what. 
SUSAN: What? 
BEN: We’ve broken our agreement. We’re touching.  
SUSAN: So, we are.  
BEN: I mean, we could… Cos, you know, he could be there for hours. I’ve seen those nuns 
praying. 
SUSAN: Oh, no. Look at you.  
BEN: Oh, come on. Come on, if we could just, erm…  
SUSAN: That would be naughty. 
BEN: Yeah.  
SUSAN: Let’s wait till we get home. 
BEN: Sure. OK. Right.  









Izjava o avtorstvu: 
Izjavljam, da je magistrska naloga v celoti moje avtorsko delo in da so vsi uporabljani viri in 
literatura navedeni v skladu z mednarodnimi standardi in veljavno zakonodajo.  
Ljubljana, 06. 04. 2020        Peter Jančar 
